*  DOCUMENT RESUME

.

ED 133 511 o ' . 08

.

CE 009 414

AUTHOR Dayton, Charles -W. - -
TITLE " A Validated Program Development‘uodel and Staff

Development Prototype for CthréhensiVe Career

Guidance, Counseling, PplacCey

ent and ‘Followup. Final - |

R Report. L EE

INSTITUTION American Institutes for ReSg, . the. Behavioral
~ Sciences, pPalo Alto, calif. _Fch in e. a

SPONS AGENCY Office. of Education (DHEW), W . on. b.c..
REPORT NO AIR-47500-1/76-FR , \aﬁhln?t ¢ D-C.
PUB DATE Jan 7§ . ;
GRANT OEG-0-74-1721 . -~ ]
NOTE 104p. _ '
EDRS PRICE MF-$0.83 HC-$6.01 Plds'Postagé
DESCRIPTORS Comprehensive Programs; COUngey, . pyaluation;

Counselor Performance; COUNhgqy . ;
: . n . or Role; Evaluation
Methods; Guidance Counseling, *g 'danéé,Peréonnel;

! Inservice Teacher Ehucati9n;
*Models; . *Occupational Guldyy
Education; Preservice Egducay;
Development; Program Evalnation; Secondary EduCation;

Material Development;
ce; Performance Based

lon; *Progdram

*§kill Development; *staff'Im mont: ¥ N . '
S i : Vocational .
. o Counseling . Provements; 1 T ’
 IDENTIFIERS California Iz
" ABSTRACT . o L ,

S Central 'to this projects Whigy designed a staff e

development prototype, was the need for'?re&ervice and inservice-

staff development desigggd'tO"improve sk1l:

S required-for successfal _ .

performarice of guidance persomnel. The PTOJect yas conducted during”

- an 18-month period in five phases. Phase ]
existing California and American Institutes

_for career guidance program development. PhQSe 5> entailed -the -

involved integrating,u; —

for research (AIR) models )

national search for stdff development patelj, the development . -
of a system of modules and workshops‘to‘teaéh}ZBmzngasgs‘siillgyme R
needed to develop programs consistent with i3 integrated'mbdéiv S

produced in. Phase 1.  Phase 3 was a pilot tegt pf}thiS.Pr°£Ofoe}Stéf

development program with selected school Pergqnio1. In-phase 4, the
Zna inservice seftings. In
: . . - es  of e field
testing were disseminated. Results of the ptoj:izsw:retgixgd, with
competencies increasing to a degree, and attitudes tovard the - -
esperience a mixture of positive and negative AP
number of #¥mprovements and refinements couly y - ‘de in ‘both e _
materials and their delivery to s@rgngthen_theiréznﬁact'on the® career . - .
counseling area of education. This Teport Inciyges a complete - ° W -

system was field tested in both preservice
.phase -5, information about the progranm and

It was noted that a

:

description of the project methods (agtiVitles and acComplishments, L.

problems, and staff utilization), results,
recommendations. (Author/TA) :

kY

o, ——
1 -

Qha"gonclﬁSions-?nd

i “

! (8

’
o’

. Documents acquired by ERIC include many mforrﬁa] unpu.blisxhed}_!'late.l.'ials n ’ ble from oth r’so Aéa ERIC makes every
'effort to obtain the best copy available. Nevertheless, items of ma'rginal, l‘eprqdu;{&i;ﬂ;: o'ftc; r: encgunteurred anﬁ this affects :‘g

_quality of the microfiche and hardcopy reproductions ERIC makes available

‘ EDl}S is not responsible for the quality of the original document. Reproductiong

IToxt Provided by ERI

A the'ERIC Document Reproduction Service (EDRS).
h/ﬁupplied by EDRS are the best that can be made from -
S s > :



R T o e LR S

N ' NIR=47560-1/76-FR

~) . .

™)

)

-~

Q -

% K - . . . . ! e

¢+, FINAL REPORT | "¢ .

o, ) .\ . .Grant No. DEG-0-74-172]

" .A Validated Program Development Model ahd
. Staff Development.Prototype for Comprehensive
Careé}'éuidance,'COunge]ing, Placement and Followup

- Chaf]éi W. DBayton

R American Institutes, for Research
' - Youth Development Research Pragram
P.0. Box 1113 =~ a. - .
Palo Alto, California -94302¢’ .

".+ = The activity which is.the subject of this report was supported in whole
e by the U.S. Office of Education, Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare. However, the opinions -expressed herein do not necessarily
“refléct the positiom or policy. of the U.S. Office of fducation, and no
" .. official. endorsement by the U.S. Office of Education should be -inferred.

.

US DEPARTMENTOF HEALTH, . X
EDUCATION & WELFARE
NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF
EOUCATION

THIS OOCUMENT HMAS BEEN REPRO-
QUCEO EXACTLY AS RECEIVEO FROM

s TAE PERSON OR ORGANIZATION ORIGIN-
ATING IT POINTS OF VIEW OR OPINIONS

* STATED DO NOT NECESSARILY REPRE-
SENTOFEICIAL NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF
Eoueg.. N POSITION OR POLICY '

Y

.
A
A

Tl oYyl

e e e



> ' A
TABLE OF CONTENTS

. : Page
. ! » . X .
Abstract -----=c-mecccmccann- mmmmmmmmmen B it e e S T T
- Introduction ---=-=-memmcmammeee FRGEEtE L R ET TP ELPEEE [
‘ - Methods =----- P S memmmmm 5
Act1v1t1es and Accomp11shments ---------- s emmmmemmsememee- b ”
Problems -~€--—------—---——-5---—--—-4-----—------------—:—i'15 .
Staff Utilization =-==-===-m=momoomoaaonae e eenne 17
Results--Findings and Analysis =-=---==-w---- L LR L LR 19. )
~ Conclusions and Recommendations _;,______l_f_T;__i____; ------- -~ 56 . . '
-Aopendix - Digést T mommmmmmm e R T atatalety A1
VA supplementary; report entitled "Supplement to. the Final Report:
- Papers.and Instruments," of less general interest, containg the .
.fo]1ow1ng sect1ons R
A. California-AIR’ Integrated Guidance- DeveLopment Model ---A-1 T
® B. . National Search Materials ------mc-oaeo-- T B-1 v!
C. -Pilot Test Evaluation INStruments -----------=-=c=-=o=-- C-1 " .
D+ Field Test Evaluation Instruments -----------cccmemo o -D-1
E. Fo]]ow up Evaluation Instruments ----;---ccmocccceaa-- E-1-
F. Concept Paper for Expans1on of th1s Prototype S —
e . i o .
‘ «' N . . - \ . .
Other Project Products: : ) - -
o B

Twelve modules, bound in five volumes:
® Orientation

T " Phase 1 {Planning) b X . .
Phase 2 (Structuring). : e
Phase 3 (Implementing).

Phase 4 (Evaluating)

Twelve Coordinator's Guides, bound®and 1abe1ed identically to the \ -
' above five volumes.
" Five introductory tape-slide presentations, paraNel ng the f1ve‘volumes.
A Catalog of Competency-Based Educat1on Programs 187 Guidance and
€ounseling Personnel. . . ,

£




.

-~

¥ 0y
1

| ABSTRACT R
A VALIDATED PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT MODEL AND STAFF DEVELOPMENT PROTOTYPE FOR
COMPREHENSIVE: CAREER GUIDANCE, COUNSELING, PLACEME,NT AND FOLLOWUP

!rollkm, on mhv-hrprodt<t Fnquad .. .
Comprehensive systems of guidance, counseling /ozzcément and followup
services for students and-adults need to be improved. California studies and
nationwide surveys have c1e5r1y determined and documented this fact. A leading
suggest1on coming out of both state and national studies for directions in
‘which 'to move to best achieve such 1mprovements is-through preservice and in-
‘service’ staff development. designed ta improve skills required for successful
pérformance of gu1dance personnel. This 18-month prOJect developed and field
tested a "prototype" of competency-based education for those working in
-guidance. - This prototype consists of a series.of 12 modules and- accompanying .
Coord1nator s Guides which focus .on program, gJevelopment skills. These skills
fall into these four groups or phases based.on a program development mode]

ref1ned through this project:
v * Planning- codduct1ng desired outcomes assessments and current status
. -assessments, sett1ng program goals - .

® .Structuring-writing student performance objectives, se]ect1ng
© effective program strategies ° —

* Imp]ement1ng -managing programs’, deve]op ne staff, monitoring
act1v1t1es :

- Eva]uat1ng cqnduct1ng summative eva]uat1on, conmun1cat1ng resul ts

| A second prob]em that exists today 1s the proliferation of materials
related to skill-oriented guidance staff deve]opment and the Tlack of coor-
dination, or. even awaréness, among various efforts. What was needed was a
survex of alt existing materials, and the production of a catalog which

.summariged the various materials, such that an individual could efficiently -
determin

Just what was available. Thus an accompanying project effort was

a national search forfall competency-based education programs designed for

- guidance ayd counse11ng personnel. JThe results of this search were converted
to a cata]og descr1b1ng such programs. ;

. 4 -
E

Lun:gn, Brocution : . R : g

The project was conducted between 1 Ju]y 1974 and 31 December’1975.* .
Phase I involved integrating existing California and AIR models for career ¥
guidance program deve1opment Phase Il entailed the national search for
staff development materials’, and the deve]opment of a system of modules and
workshops to teach some of the basic skills needed to develop programs con-
sisteént with the integrated model produced in Phase I. Phase III was a pilot
test of this®"prototype" staff development program with selected school per-
"“sonniel from the San Francisco Bay Area. Feedback receivéd from this pilot
test .defined revisions needed in the materials and the staff development pro-
cedures. . Once these rev1s1ons were completed, in Phase IV the system underwent
a full- sca]e field test®n two school districts in California, in the late
summer and early fall of 1975. "A third field test took place at a p®eservice
setting, in a class made up of guidance and counse11ng majors at the University
of M1ssour1, and taught by a member of the project's National Advisory Panel.
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Data were collected with a variety of techniques. including: pre-post self—
assessments of competencies described in module_objectives, ratings by module
Coordinators of participants' achievement of obJectlves, a reaction farm com-
pleted by the participants regarding the usefulness of each module, a two-
month followup interview sampling incidents of workshop impact, a two-month
followup test of knowledge; and oral debr1qf1ngs at the end. of each staff
'deve]opment session. -

' Fina]]y,‘in Phase V, information aboht‘the program and results of ‘the
field test were disseminated through an American -College .Personnel Association
workshop which used some of the materials developed, through a monograph
published by Impact of ERIC-CAPS, University of Michigan, and through a
chapter in New Hor1zons in Counse11ng Psychology', ‘a new. resource text in
counseling psychology. : In addition, 100 sets of the modules and 200 copies
of 'thé catalog were made available .for sale through the Pub11cat10ns Office
of the Amer1can Inst1tutes for Research. :

Certain concepts are central to the project's effort. One is that of _ -
career development. Rather than the definition of career s1mp1y as vocation,
“the attempt was to view it more broadly as a Tlife- deve]opment process which °

‘ involves all the important.elements in an individual's growth toward what
X s/he would like to be. A second is that.of tompétency-based. The staff
| _development program attempted to go beyond the cognitive or attitudinal level
to the actual skills and behaviors needed by guidance personnel to develop .
. their programs in needéd ways. A third key concept is.evaluatiom. -Programs ’
cannot progress until they can develop means of setﬁ1hq objectives and mea-
suring progress. toward those objectives, and this prrnc le was central to
the program‘development process deie1oped~1n this projec ‘A fourth is the
idea of eff1C1ency So6 much is going on in various p]aces, and communicatiorn’ -
. gaps are 'so widespread, that efforts are often duplicated, and progress is
often halting. The project tried to. determine what' has already been done in
guidance staff development, to catalog this so others can have that informa-
tion, and to reference useful materials and approaches into its own staff
‘ deve]opment program so that those ‘interested can make use of the best that
is available and no wheels will be re1nvented : :

‘#1) K : ,

cAnsets, et oy et ion

This project's research hypothesis essent1a11y'was that guidance
personnel who experienced a staff development pratotype series: of activities
would demonstrate significantly more program development competencies and ~
more positive attitudes toward such program development than they had before
this experience. There are thus two parts to this hypothesis--the competénc1es
m and the attitudes.- - - S,

At least as far as the subjective reactions recorded in this study are
- concerned, participants did improve their program development competencies.
their rating of themselves, they improved an average of .47 points on a
our-point scale at the. inservice settings, and an average of 1.18 points in
the college class. Coordinators rated inservice part1C1pants as having
achieved the majority of mgdule objectives. Most participants felt that at
least 507 of the modules hglped them to acquire and practice skills useful to
them, that those skills would be useful for guidance people in general, and
that they were now well prepared to usé%Qmose skills and related specific
methods in their own schodl settings. In short, to the degree the measurement

5
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is accurate, it can be concduded that most of the participants felt they
improved some of their proglam development competencies and Coordinators
substantiated these opinigns. More objective data on immediate and follow-

" up §§i11 acquisition will be collected in subsequent field tests of these
modules. : . : '

The data are much less,clear in their suggestions about positive chapge*
in attitudes of participants. Desire to improve programs was increased some-
what in inservice participants, but not dramatically. This variable was not
‘measured in the college class betause the participants lacked a personal
setting in'which they could be expected to transfer acquired skills. Unan- -
ticipated effects and general crdticisms and suggestions reflect a mixture
of positive and negative feelings. For example, the follow-up interview at
the .second inservice site showed 56% of'the respondents felt the-workshops:
could have been more effective. The majority of comments received in de-
briefing sessions at the end of the workshops were negative, some were
outright hostile. The preservice end-of-quarter class discussion showed
fairly positive feelings, with a'sprinkling of negative ones. To summarize,
many positive-and negative feelings were evoked, and it seems impossible to
clearly conclude that "significantly more positive attitudes toward program
development" were demonstrated. : L

Conclusions, Recommondations
2

Some useful clues about the audience ‘for which the prototype is best
suited seem apparent. Competencies developed by preservice participants
‘clearly.outstripped those of jnservice participants, at .least by iheir oyn
~estimate. Preservice participants were less familiar with the ihformation
in the modules beforehand, and had had fewer previous learning experiences,
related to the topics; this seemed to make the experience more worthwhile
for them. They tested higher. in the post-workshop knowledge exam. They
provided generally fuller and more positive comments on reaction formg,and‘yu
seemed much more positiye in their debriefing at the ‘end of the experience.
Their lack of a program of their own may represent a disadvantage, as it may
mean thes?’participants lacked perspectiye to judge. their ability to achieve
the program-development called fér in the modules. Neverthe]qss, this seems
to be outweighed by other factors.  The prototype seems better suited to a
preservice than an inservice audience. . .

In the line of recommendations, improvements can be effected in both the
materials and delivery of the prototype. Chief examples in-the former cate-
gory are: S . ) .

* Orienting the content toward a more*sophi§tfcated audience for
inservice applications - R - e
° Stréngthgnjng the practical orientation.for inservice applications
* Shortening and simplifying ‘textual sections "L AN
* Simplifying the vocabulary - o Con
* Upgrading the quality of particular.phases; i.e., Phases 3 and 4
ot Improving. the evaluation instruments
Chief improvéments possible in the delivery of the'prototypeg are:

* Improved orientation, combined with an adequate needs assessmént

L . . Q
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i ' 2 Improved training ot Coordinators
‘ i ’ . : N

! * Improved facilities and scheduling for the workshops ,

! . - . ) -

/ * Desighating some of the workshop tasks as homework: tasks ﬁ\m

' allowing more individualization v . . _

J * Careful selection of settings to gvbtdfbefore-tho-fact nedative .

attitudes *® .- - ) ' {

* Administening the prototype to onlyMa genuingly voluntary inseryice
audience / ’ : ) )

- [

In summary, asfairly extensive program (72 hours) of competency-based
instrudtion was dedeloped and field tested. Results were-mixed, with com-
petencies increasing to a degree, and attitudes. toward the experience a
mixture of positive and negative. Central to a success ful experience with )
the self-development materials and procedures seems to be a selection ot the
most appropriate .audience for them, and the preservice audierce fared better
than inservice ones. A number of improvements could be made ,in both the

.nfaterials and their delivery. With such improvements and refinements, the
{ prototype could quite possibly make a significant impact on ane area of
’ educatipn. - . N .
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tach of “these 12 moduld® consists of a participant's manual and a Coordinator's Guide.
‘ ) : U. \_ : . -
McBain, Susan. ompoteny-Based Educatfon for duldanee ol Coynsel ing Pofaonne i
A Cataloo of Progeams and Competenedes. Palo Alto: American Institgtes for
Research, 1975.
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F1ve Tape~S11de,)htroductlons for, the modules were produced entitled Dowvclop T
Comppehenaipe Capeer Guidaneeo Proqgrarys

opientation " . "

Phase 1 = Planning : . ' ‘
i }Zilui' Doe tpuotarivg

Phoase '8 = Dmplomentdng ,
Fhoste = Eoadwettng

“Palo A]to American Institutes for Research, 1975.
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This report has four basic sections:

® Methods

€

_® Results
. # Conclusions and Recommendations
. : ‘ e An Appendix

The "Methods" section is a report on the project from the management .
sTahdboint, It describés_the activities and accomplishments of the project

over the 18 monthd of its duration, discusses thdﬁmajor‘prob]ems encountered,
/ ‘ '

/

and summarizes the staff utilization.

The "Results" section focuses on the project's research findings,
summarizing the data:from the field tests ‘and analyzing these to allow for

appropriate conclusicns. It has four subsections:

e The Pérticipants A

Y

e Impact - Competencies Developed
e Impact - Reactions Yo the Experience

] Inf]uéncing Factors

The “Conclusions and Recommendations' section synthesizes the findings
’ of the research and presents the appropriate conclusions to be reached. It
a]so{draws the imp]iéations from these conc]usipns in the form of a'series

o’

of recommendations. (

Due to its length and detail, one digest has been moved from the “Results"
section to the Appendix. A separately bound volume entitled "Supplement to

the Final Report: Papers and Instruments," of less general interest, contains

/
/

all of phe,various instruments and documents produced by the pkoject. They. .- (
~ fall into_the following categories:

A. The Integrated Model

B. The National Search Materials

C. The Pilot-Test Evaluation Materials
D. The Field Tést Evaluation Materials
E. The FodTew-up Evaluation Materials
F. The Concept Paper -'®

) .




In addition, it.should be noted that the project pvodU((d the tnllnw1nq
products, which togather with this report, (on‘tltutu thn sum total ot the
project's products: - v

o Twelve modules, bound in tive volumes, labeled. "Orientation”
and "Phases 1-4" :

o Twelve Coordinator's Guides, bound and labeled as the modules
[ -’

e Five tape-slide productions, paralleling the five volumes of
modu les T

e A catalog of competency-based staff development programs dnd
statements of competencies, the result of the project's national
sear'ch

The question which this project set out to answer is stated in its

research hypothesis, page IV-9 of the proposal: '

Selected State, school district, and school personnel involved
with guidance, counselipg, placement, and follow-up prograns
will demonstrate significarftly more program development com-
petencies in both simulated and real-1ife situations and signi-
ficantly more positive attitudes toward such program development
after they have experienced a staff development prototype series
of activities (i.e., competency-based packages and technical
assistance structured by checklists) than competencies and atti-
tudes they demonstrated on repeated measures admimistered before
they were exposed to the prototype. )

A brief elaboration of this statement would probably serve as a useful

introduction to this.document.

”Pfogram development competencie§ "are the key words in this hypothesis.
School guidance personnel are fabing something of a crisis currently. Budget’
cutchk§Ja+e forcng admigistratons to take a hard look at "nonessential"
programs’, and often one of the first places they look is to guidance programs.
Such proarams seem to lack the clear accomplishments and rationale of in-
structional programs. Often counselors "do their own thing," mostly indi-
vidual counsellng, and the guidance program lacks any program-wide objectives
at all. Cérta1n]y such programs rarely@evaluate their accomplishments
thoroughly. And in providing largely individual counseling, they often fail
to provide the career guidance that young people more and more clearly need.
[t is our coniention that if guidance programs can be induced to measure
student needs, set out clear objectives ;hat includé the .career éuidance

2
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needs, choose eftective strategies that will reach large numbers of qtudents
(as opposed toYindividuadl counseling), and evaluate . their ettorts to
dramatically demonstrite to administrators (and taxpayers) what they are
Jqucomplishing, they will both avoid extinction and improve their usetulness.

[t is these kinds ot activities that we mean by "program development .

The problem is that traditional staff deve]opmont pragrams for guidahce
personnel do not teach these things. " They focus on "counseling” ({n thp
ndfﬁhw %vnfe). and rarely go bcyond knowledge and attitude outcomes.. A

"competency- basod program demands that an individual be-able to demonstrate
a usable skill. Fhe-central. idea behind‘our "staff development prototype” is
‘that - qu1dancv personnel be qi;en the skills needed to plan, organize, and
evaluate their programs vffv%t]VOly A Took at the titles of the 12 modules

on the Circuldr model on tue next page will convey in more detail what these

- skills are. The phases afe groupings mdde ‘targ for ‘convenmience sake,
) and are- indicated by tha "dark arrows. ‘
4
To rephrase our hypothes1s. then, it'was our hope to improve the skills
+ of gu]dance pers onnel in these areas; and to have them become more concerned
about and enthusiastic toward such concerns. This is a report on how we did.
<
/ .7 .
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METHODS R v .

) VT . Iy . ? - . -
t g - -

Mbgor Actzv7tzes and Accomplzshments Durzng the 18 Momths

N . _,,3‘ . . . . p [ ! . .
B Tl ' R ] | e §
' ,Az'jIntegratzon of ‘the’ Amerzcan Tnstitues: fbr Research (AIR) T
-~ antd the State of: Calzfornza Program DeueZopment Models NG
B: The thzonal Search w;' o ) '
: C. Development of Prototype o -
” . - ‘ . ) .
. 3 o 1. Module Content Focus ' S
' . 2. Module Formats:. . h o
3. Production of Modules ' . - -l

4. Adﬂztzonal Prototype Materzals . : - -
Pilot Tegtin ‘ ' ' a
ef g L& ?

ModuZe,Revzszon

. Field Testing

D
E
F
G. Concept Paper .
H .Natzonal Advisory Panel Meetzng
I

.Dissemination

A, ? Integrat1on of the Amer1can Inst1tutes for Research (AIR) and the State

of Ca11forn1a Program Dde]qpment Mode]s

The two models developed independently were thorough]y exam1ned %.
CaT1forn1a has produced a series of six monographs and a ‘Master Plan for
the state, together descmibing in some detail the model for improvement of .
guidance services in California. AIR has worked over the past severa] years
developing its-model, as described in Developzng Career Guzdance Programs g
published by Educational Propert1es Inc The essent1a1 common elements‘were
exp]ored A series of discussions and meét1ngs were held with Dr. Anne Upton,
Director of Gu1dance Services in the state education- department, and members
of her staff. It was decided that since the two'models are so closely paral-
lel, and, the real Need now 1s for_ act1on and 1mp1ementat1on of them, a

“brief and succ1nct document wou]d bést serve as the integrated model. This

B
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was drafted, rev1sed, and d1str1buted to the National Adv1sory Panel for

rev1l xy It was then d1scussed at the Panel meet1ng in September 1974 and

suggest10ns for changes were gathered It was revised accord1ng1y and,ws K

included in its final form as Sect1on A of the supplementary Ve]ume of

this report.

.
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B. The National Search

A search 1etter was composed descr1b1ng what it was we were 1ook1ng
. p - for, and request1ng information.‘and/or mater1aLs re1ated to’ th1s A prepa1dg
: ﬁv'->:, postcard was .prepared ¥nr easy reSponse -A fo]]ow~up Tetter was. a1so.pre- ‘ ;;

R N ",-"_—1
pared A]] three are conta1ned in Sect1on B of the supp]ementary vo]ume of- i
this report: ‘These were sent in November and December 1974 the fo110w-up
1etter approx1mate1y one month after the original. ' -
A ma111ng 11st w1th approx1mate1y 1200 names was deve]oped drawn from
several sources; - . P S
7 1. Al 1nst1tut1ons of higher’ educat1on w1th counselor education
programs B :
All pub11shers attive in’ educat1ona1 f1e1ds ‘ ' N N
A11 state departments of. educat1on -
Al11l. members identified on Amer1can Personne] and Gu1danc (APGA)
ma111ng lists provided by various division pres1dents in‘five areas:
a. School counseling - - Lo
b. Rehabilitation ' ' :
' . C, . Group counseling . L . . <
d. Higher education g ‘ ' .
e. ~Corrections
5. A1l state vocational research offices o "
6. A1l féderal reg1ona1 educational laboratories e
n 7. A1l relevant (from past work) research and development centers
ﬂ&ﬁ?' 8. A selection of sources sifted from a searcgtof Stanford University's
) data bank of teacher competency-based educ ion programs.

" This entire list was put on MTST tape for easy reuse and subsequent mailings. .

A fdll library of responses was maintained,'based'on . '
information proVTded'on the response postcard. ‘Materials were 1ikewise
cataloged and shelved according to a prearranged filing system. Follow- up
chls werd'made to several dozen promising sources for additional information

‘f and mater1a1s

All rece1ved materials were reviewed and preliminary abstracts drafted.
Two basic categories were decided on for catalog description5° actual staff
development programs, and statements of needed guidance staff competenc1es
Far more of the second were gathered, as th1s represents the first step '
usually taken in moving to a competency-based program. Those abstracts
requiring additional information were identified and adddtiona] contaqts

14
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‘ made viaﬁ};ﬁephone, ‘A:format for F e full cata]og descriptions was decided .
_ upon ' i I { B . .

« =

The catalog was drafted if/the spriny of 1975, and ﬁnj additions made

_over the summer. It 'was the eviewed, revised; edited, an®®printed in
November. - 1975. “ Approximately 40 cop1es were d13tr1buted to individuals who
"had cooperated by contr1but1ng materaa]s and proyimatély. another -30
:d1str1buted to_profess1ona] contacts 1nterested in its use. In a‘p1t1on,
it was described in a flyer which was- sent- to aly those on the or1g1na1
mailing list, and madé awa11ab1e through the AIR pub]1cat1ons off1ce
to the: genera] pub]1é N

* o /_

rad

. "'

T .C. Deve]opmeﬂt of Prototypf S
SR /7 ‘

Since. tﬁ1s category represents the s1n91 b]ggest task 4n the prOJect
it has beeﬁ subd1v1ded into four categor1es“’

‘

. Modu]e‘Content Fogus * ° . o N C

= v// Determ1n1ng the'prec1se topics of the Modyles 1nvo1Ved a lengthy -
ser1es of d1scuss1ons among project staff members consultation w1th out51de-'~
experts and consultation w1th the National AdV130ry panel members and the
/proaect monytor. Many cr1ter1a were cons1de'”ed Lists of possible topics
/ were developed, reviewed, andirevised. It was f1na]]y decidéd'"in October

/1974, that the skills of planning, developings mplementing, and eva]uat1ng

-/ comprehensive programs of career guidance, C°“"3e11ng placement and*fo]1ow- ’

. / ’ .

/ through should be the sole focus of the modu]es Th1s fits wmth .
// - L "The highest needs determined in Pr eV1ous stud1es e Py

1

2. AIR's experience and expertise

3. U.S.Q.E.'s priority determ1nat1OHS
4

The need to limit the topics tO aN {... a1] enough that
there was a reasonable hope of effj CIent?m de11veg?ng the
needed skills to the target audience y )

‘As search materials came in, -they Were rqy . 04 for their useful-
ness in contr1bo§1ngxto the module topics deC1ded upon. While some such
materials did prove. useful, no single set of mat@r1a]s was uncovered that
could s1mp1y be adapted into a modu]e\ Thus our 0r1g1na1 ‘hope 6f "adapting
three to five competency-based staff development packages d{scovered fn the-

A
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~national search" was frustrated. Instead we determ1ned that we would have

”,

to deve10p the full quota ourselves.
2. Module Formats_ o

Inc]uded in the tasks here were the 9ather1ng of feedback frim try-

Vouts of earlier versions of modu]es*deve10ped at AIR, and consu]tat1on with-
eXperts 6n the ‘most.effective deliveny methods of staff deve]opment programs

A series df meetings among progect staff.and outside consultants were he]d

fFrom July through November 1974, c0ns1der1ng such bas1c structural factors ,
-as: module performance obJect1ves, necessary sabparts of a modu]e, act1v1ﬂ'f
ties, d1scuss1ons, s1mu1at1ons, built- in assessment and evaluation, app11ca-

tion of skills to part1c1pants own sett1ngs, use of extra-module resources
and use of techn1ca1 assistance. .Qther var1ab1es discussed” and for wh1ch

"determ1nat1ons were made 1nc1uded 1ength wr1t1ng style, nature and fre-

quency of examp]es, use of cartoons, graphics, binders, page layout, organ1-.
zation of subparts, 1eve1o%1 and sophistication, and the need for
and nature of’ effective orienta®on. With the necessary def1n1t1on in a]]

these areas, it was possible 'to proceed with ass1gn1ng modu]es to-writers.

and actual development of materials. | ,

" .3. 'Production of Modules
i :

Once the module topics and formats had been defined, each module
was assighed to a writer. A1l ass1gnments were made by November 1974.
Working with a set of guidelines deve1oped by the - project director, ‘and
resource materials puT]ed together from many sources, each writer made a
thorough study of his or her topic and developed a set of precise specifi-
cations for the module. ‘TheSe included the behavioral objectives (at least
three skill ones, generally four to six total per module) the module would
deliver on, and outlines of central parts_ofbthe module (reading sections,
activities, discussions, assessment sections). These specifications were
reviewed by senior project staff and feedback given writers in a &eries of
meetings. Most sets of specifications were revised at least once, many two

4

‘or three times.

)

Once the specificatﬁons were agreed upon, writers_deve]ope& first
drafts of each moduie. A1l writers began this té&k-by the end of December
1974. A constant process of communication was carried on among writers,

= 16
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_tor (moving away from e

7 K . . ! ., .
! S - C, i

senior project: staff 11brar1ansl outs1de experts, .and AIR in- house expert&a
during this period. Drafts were typed, rev1ewed, a?d rev1sed regu]ar]y
By March all modules except one were ready for p1|ot test production.

. Productlon involved typing, cartoon1ng, 0bta1n1ng repr1nt perm1s- .
sions, adding head11ner head1ngs, 1nsert1ng dividers between, sections, pagi-.
nat1pg,.obta1n1ng and prepar1ng b1nders, reproducing or1glna]s, and final-
check1ng prﬁor to p110t testing: - The pilot test occurred 1-3 Apr11 1975

4. Add1t1ona1 Prototxpe Mater1a1s

Wh11e the modu]es constitute the heart of the staff deve]opment
prototype, certa1n supp]ementary .materials wereﬁﬁlso agreed to. There are'
three main examp]es tape-slide 1ntroduct1ons for the modules; technical -
assistance aidsé to supp]ement the’ modules; and evaluation materials beyond

those conta1ned 1n the modu]es, to be used in the p110t and f1e1d tests.:

Work on the tape—ssze_pntroduct;ons involved determining the
nature, number, and focus of theseT‘ Expense made producing one of these for
each module prohibitive. Since their main’function was to provide il1lumi-
nat1ng, motivating introductions, 1t was dec1ded to develop just one for the
whole set of modules. A secript was written, photographs taken, a tape pro-
duced, andfthe‘prOduction assembled for ‘use at the pilot test. Feedback °
from the pilot-test suggested a number of changes apd resulted in dividing
the tape-sTide”into five segtents, usidg artwork't:rough each, a professional
anndﬂncer,vsthdfdwproduction_of the tapes, and expanding the productior to
include hdre-detai1 on the nature of the modules. Production work on these
tasks was completed in August 1975, and the revised tape-slides were used
in.the field tests.

r

The task of producing technical assistance aids to go with the
modules involved first defining the most,usefu]_nature of these. Since all
feedback pointed in the\direction of a-larger role for the module coordina-
ier programmed 1eérning versions of;the modd]es),
it was decided a book hich would be helpful in defining and performing
this role was most. se_s1b1e Called Coordinator's Guides, fhese were
developed by wr1ters at the same time as the ‘modules. For each module we
1nc1uded a lightweight 1ntroduct0ry act1v1ty to get participants 1nvo1ved

17
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Coordinator's Gu1des were comp]eted and printed 1p August ~1975. . ,'

1ntroductory remarks appropr1ate to the top1c of the modu]e, feedback for 4

the discussions and activities, cr1ter1a by which to measure successfu]

accomp11shment of all- modu]e obgect1yes an 1ntrodUCt]on for the app11cat1on
section of the module, and general role def1n1t1ons for ‘the coord1nator < .

L'a]ong W1th a specific checklist of funct1ons keyed to each modu]e ' Thése B

were drafted reviewed, p11ot tested, and revzsed a1ong with the modu]esy

.3-

_ Paao; test cvaluation zns+ruments were prepared W1th two pqrposes in

mind: module review by experts (Nat1ona1 Advisory Pane] members,'the project
mon1tor, California State Education Department gu1dance staff members, consul-
tants) and for use by part1c1pants in the p11ot test. Qne 1nstrument ca11ed ‘

. a Module Review Form Wag developed n the f1rst category. For the p110t test

nart1c1pants, a battery. of forms was prepared which 1nc1uded.

e Partzczpant Infonmaczon Questzonnatre ' ..,a
OA é%%yie Evatuatzon Package . T . .;:
e Compar1son of Modulés (Pré?and Post) ’ '
o Darﬂczpant Assessment Form o

\

In addﬁt1on, evaluation instruments within the modules were used, ‘1nc1ud1ng

'} &MOdu1e“pr assessigents : .. R Co
© ’ Ta * , '
lﬁodu]e postassessments '

s e Competency check11st (1n Modu1e 27 : . S .
R

A
A1l of the f1rst four 1nstruments are 1nc1uded in Sect1on L of the supp]ementar)
volume of this“report. < ., - "_ - B
e Y . .
D. P11ot Test1ng r . Lo ;Z_ : % ' -'fy : ﬁ,:

The ‘pilot test %Ps held from, 1J3—Apr11 1975 at AIR Pa]o A]to and was

conducted by senior proJect staff with help from some .of #ﬁers. AH
participants (16) spent.the f1rst day on or1entat1on (twoomo 1688, and then
selected two additional modu]es 1."the subsequent two days. Part:ﬁ1pants
worked through the modu]es as trainees, g same time theywcr1t1qued,them

improvement.

The group 1nc1uded 1n the p110t fest represented a broad range of pos1—
t1ons, 1eve1s, and 1ocat1ons Twe]ve school districts were.represented,
with a mean number of 9.1 years in the district for each part1c1pant -Qgif
Ninety-three percent of the participants held both bachelor and masters .
degrees, 30% doctorates. %he hundred percent had held teaching pos1t1ons
87% counseling pos1't1'ons,l a7% adm1njstrat1ve pos1t1ons- wh11e two. were

, 10 I
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3
psychd]ogists,'one a dean‘of‘students, one a guidance consultanta‘and one a
guidance coordinator.’ Mean age was 44 years. Approximately equal numbers’

of men and women were'represented. .

v - A great deal of feedback was collected. It was fa%r1y ba]anced between
positive comments and cr1t1c1sms The pilot test was intended to seek sug-
gestions for improvements for rey1s1on however, and it succeded in this
regard. The following very briefly summarxzes/7he\feedbackvrece1ved.

>

.- Positive Reactions
- »

e Use of coordinators, and the1r he]pfu]ness
’E .Tape-slide introduction -

.- - . < -
o Intr:dgﬁ&ory activities ) . ,
_ 0119h S well edited reading; examp]es L S
' o D1scuss1ons ‘ 5 _ |

0. Cartoons
ogFormatt1ng

5

ﬂggat1ve Reactions -

° Lack of adequate overV1ew, or1entat1on'
[ Length - too much material : ‘
) Heaviness of the, text, use of tech ical’ Jargon ’

e Simulations - hav1ng to think thr ’gh hypothet1ca1 s1tuat1ons

° Readings outside the module = - . , . : i
. App11cat1on - 1eaV1ng it unt11 the end - ‘

" We summarxzed a11’%he 1nformat1on, 1ntegrated feedback from National Advisory °
Panel members, 1n house experts, and state educat1on deparfment personne] g;
) P
and in mid- -April 197T began rey1s1ons in preparat1on for the field test.
. - R Y

d

-

oo

E. Module Revision
- : %

The rev1s1bn process was an extens1ve one. For each module, we did the

~ following:
e Spread. the activities through the module, so that instead of .
‘having-all- reading Together followed by all activities, the
module had small sections of reading, each followed by a dis- ~

cussion and/or activity ,

. @ Moved parts of the application activities ‘to earlier sect1ons of -
¢ the modu]e




v e Added practice attivities; redUced“reading'
. ‘ ® Structured d1s¢uss1ons -around part1c1pants own settings rather
o - than hypothetical settings »‘ . '

o E11m1nated the. preassessments

I3

&

o'Expanded the glossaries . -
,b ) Improwed Tayouts with additional boxes, bold face type, color
coded pﬁges, and addttional cartoons . - .’

‘0 Carrled*out thorough editing to eliminate jargon, lighten the
tone, Ftlarﬂ*y the style, add examples, add summaries at the

beg1nn1ng and end of sections of text, and in genez], make_t

modu]es\eas1er to read

~ e 'Added an append1x to accommodate IUsent1a1 extra-m
S f'=' Mos t read1ngs were e11m1nated

adings.
T ~« " This requ1red a writer an averge of a week s additional work, per module.
. " It also involved going through an ent1re second round of typing and product1on
to prepare the modu]es for pr1nt1ng -A11-modules were finished and- pr1nted

. by August 1975. S B o o

F.  Field Testing T "

2

The moduies were‘fie1d\tested in three settings: Mesa Verde, a high -
schoo] near Sacramento, Ca11forn1a, Grossmont, a-school district (nine schools
v were involved) near San D1ego Californiaj. and in an undergraduate class of
. Qr. Norman Gysbers at the University. of Missouri, CQ1umb;a, M1ssour1 Dates

: ~and numbers of* part1c1p1pts for ea¢h of these field tests were: .
** S ‘:ﬁ_ | _:\ Location , - " Date ‘
18 . B - Mesa Verde ' August 25428,‘]975_ /
47 .+ Grossmont - September 29-October 9, 1975
19 Dr. Gysbers' C]assc\\\\ - Fall quarter, late August-

-~early December, 1975

[3

At both Mesa Verde and Grossmont a se]ect1on p]an was used so that any one
part1c1pant would: on]y work through a limited number of modules--generally

3 :~ one. phase I'n-Dr. Gysbers class, participants worked through all 12 modu]es .
S1nce resu1ts of the’ f1e]d tests compose the results of the research, and
the,exact nature of the part1c1pants is related to this, further detail on
these field tests will be omitteq here and left for the ”Resu]ts" section.

A fu]l report on their outcome is included there

12




G.  Concept Paper

A commitment of the project was td produce a concept paper for the .
expansion of the staff development prototype produced on this project to
additional topics w1th field testing in four states. Originally we intended
to develop this paper toward the end of the project. Instead, we decided to
produce 1t in the fall of 1974 and cfrculate it to 1nterested Tstates at that
time. Th1s led to a proposa] which was submitted to the same funding source
as, for this project, for fiscal 1975, and’ eventually to the funding of Pro-
ject-G007500347. This conéept paper is 1nc1uded as Sect1on F of the supp]ementarV
volume of this report. . - s ' Ty -
H. Nat1ona1 Adv1sory.ﬁ”n‘1 Meet1n | |

. ERRRITE : i’ii."rj{- e B
) gf/ ~ " In accordance with the proposal, a Natlonal Advlsory Panel meeting was
,.K‘” - held at AIR, Palo A]tolpn 26-27 September 1974. The f0110w1ng were present:
Ty ,;ﬂ Panel Members: . . N _ : S -
é;;f* ~ © Ms. Lillian Buckingham, Director (rét1féd)
5 ' Baltimore Public Schools Placement Service. - ¢
g Baltimore, Mary]aﬁH o,
, Dr. William L. Cash, Jr. S .
- Assistiht to the President for Human Re]at1ons Affa1rs o ..
University of Michigan Khe . W aw
Ann Arbor, Michigan ‘ 2 ' .5§?,‘

Dr. Norman Gysbers, Director. : :
~ Career Development, Guidance, Counse]1ng, and P]acemént Project -

University of Mtssouri. ' I
Co]umb1a, M1ssour1 '

Or. Lorran Hansen, Professor
Counselor Educdtion > , .
University of Minnesota , . Co
.Minneapo]is, Minnesota s : .

Dr. Dawsid V. T1edeman, Professor L . s
ERIC Clearinghouse in Career Educat1on '

Northern I11linois Un1vers1ty

DeKalb, ITlinois :

California State Education Department depreseﬁtatives:

Dr. Jay Rollings, Guidance Services
‘Dr. James Crandall, Vocational Education

- .
Project Monitor: - : .
Mr. David Pritchard 21
- o R h .
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: Projéct Staff:

Dr. G. Brian Jones, Dr. Anita Mitchell, Charles Dayton, Carolyn Helliwell,
- Laurie Ganschow [Harr1son] Laurie Hopk1ns, and th11p C]endan1e1

\\ Topics covered at the meet1ng 1nc1uded
® Review of the time and task analysis deve]oped for the project

\ ® Review of -the 1ntegﬁ5€ed mode]l ’ ’

-'\ e Discussion of- the search (the 1etter, make- up of the ma111ng 11st
purpose of the search)
o Target audience for the modules
. Topics for. the modules
- :\Def1n1t1on of competency based” _
] A number of mere detailed issués related to module definition and
1ntended use :
_ Y. 0n aach of these top1cs pane] -members and others presented the1r ideas
. and react1qns and in most cases the group reached a satisfactory def1n1t1on

~With which to proceed on the project. Panel members agreed to be available
as resources\in writing modules and to review drafts as they became available.

A second\Nationa1 Advisory.Panel meeting wasﬁbiigina11y scheduled for
. the fall of 1975. Partly because of the Tack of contact the panel had had
_r with the project since.the f1rst meeting (see the ”Prob]ems” sect1gﬁ
_ following), and partfy because there seemed to be little compelling reason
for the meeting, the’Project Director made a tentative decision to cancel it."
He then checked with the'Project Monitor to ‘obtain ctearance fdr this de-
cisidn, and asked the Panel ‘'members themse]ves their views on the.decision.
Al1l agreed’it was a sensible decision. In the meeting's stead, the Project
| Director offered to pay a visit to any of the Panel members so desiring it, on a
'm'fwunsw1ng through the East he was mak1ng for another project. Three members so
requested and rece1ved‘th]s visit: Dr. Cash Ms. Buckingham, and!Dr. Gysbers.

’

I.  Dissemination
A number of dissemination activities have beén.conducted. ‘One hundred
extra capies of the modules and 200 of the catalog were printed for general
distribution. These were paid for by AIR company funds, not project funds .
' Permission was sought and granted for this effort from ‘the USOE Contracts
and Grants Office. . A letter and flyer describing these products were sent to
all individuals'on-the Nationa1 Se arch maifing list. "This served the addi-

[}
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tional function 9 1ett1ng those from whom we sought help know that their

: he]b resulted 4n contrete prgducts which they could now obtain and use.
As of the date of preparation of this report, approximately 75 copies of the
modules and 50 copies of the catalog had been sold. '

\ A \_" ’ ‘*‘v. . l i
Two project staff presented a wogg\hop based on ‘the modules at_ the
American College. Personne] Assoc1at1on Workshop Fa1r oh October 28 in St.

Louis, Missouri.

ERIC-CAPS at the University of Michigan under the direction of Drs.
Garry wa1E'and Libby Benjamin wi]]vpablish a 100-plus pdge gonograph as part
of a series of special Im@act publications whiyh will be largely devoted to
the work of this project. Coauthored by G. Brian Jones( Charles Dayton,;and
H.B. Gelatt, 1t will descr1be the planning- eva]uat1on model behind the ,
modules, their nature, and how tpey will deve]op the skills needed to effect

~this approach, and some of the student materials that can be integrated with
’ 'thi§‘appr0ach. The title of this-monograph will be New Methads for Delivering

Human Services. ) &

) A. new resdurcéfhee;—;;;)graduate students in guidance and'CbDnse1ing; to

be entitled wew Horizons In Coungffling Psychology, will include a chapter
describing our competency-based staff development approach. and provide an
overview of the results of the national search. The chapter, authored by
Charles Dayton and Brian Jones, is entitled "An Innovation in Competency-
Based Staff Development for Program P]ann1ng," and is approximately 35 pages
in length. The b%pk is being assembled by Dr. Chris Hatcher at Langley t
Porter. Neuropsychiatric Institute in San Francisco and Dr. Bonnie Brooks gt
Texas State University at E1 Paso, and will be pub11shed by Albion Pub11shers'

of San Franc1sco, California. ‘i

[ o
A

Problems

There are, of course, innumerable problems encounterea over an 18-month's

- duratton, and it is a difficult task to separate those worthy of mention from
" the routine. Those selected here have been chosen because in some way they

have altered the original plan of action on the project. There are five such

examples.
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The response to thé national search was disappointing, in two regards.
First, in spite of the fact that respondents needed only to check a multiple -
choice item on a prepaid postcard, only 57% replied. Second, of the orig-
inal sampling of 1235, materials were received from only 126 individuals, .
or 10%. Both of these were disappointing results, reflecting the rud1mentary

state of the art in competency-based education af guidance personne]

: Directly reWated to these results was the fact that we were ufable to
‘\_adopt any mater1als from the search into modules. As exp]a1ned in section
\ICI; there sqmply were, no materials received which wére of sufficient quality
and met with our topic d@]ect1ons to be of use. This meant that we had

-to do more work ourselves in develop1ng modu]es frgm scratch to reach the

numbers we agreed “to produci

. A third difficulty ‘relates-to therole of the, Nat1ona1 Advisory Panel.

As the proposal was or1g1na11y wr1tten,_th1s body p]ayed'an important role
BT eva]uat1ng project products. The budget cutBacks mandated when the pro—‘
posal was funded cut the amount this group could do, and its. :role became pri-
marily one of reviewing and overviewing. "It could not meet often enough to

e involved in most of” the important project decisions or prov1de regular
substantive feedback. and thus much of the value originally hoped for from .

these national experts was lost.

A fourth change from the original plan (not realty a problem) was a
redef1n1t1on of the p1lot test participants. Where we originally intended
to have the state”department personnel serve in this role (since they would
subsequent]y lead the modules in the field tests), .it became apearent that
they could more ‘usefully serve as reviewers of the modules andqhelp in their
deve]opment Thus we se1ected a group of practitioners from the San Francisco
Bay Area as pilot test; part1c1pants This proved more satisfactory on all
counts, as it prov1ded us with feedback d1rect1y “from those faced with the -

day-to- day’prob]ems

The fifth problem was the d1ff1cu1ty of finding su1tab1e f1e1d test |
<ites for the modules.  While sites were found, the task was an arduous one
The immediate problems schools were trying to deal with were becom1ng more
and more overwhe1m1ng Finding districts with enough money and foresight
to re]ease personnel to develop skills related to planning and evaluating
programs subjects: with long term but not necessarily immediate benef1ts,

. \ o 24
P [
\

"

was not easy.
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Each instance that required a change in the definition of the project's
plan of “action was d1scussed with the prOJect mon1t0r and cleared ahead of
time. On ba]ance the prOJect probably had fewer problems than most.

[

h

Staff Utilization

Following is a list of project staff and their titles, their role on
the project, and their period of employment.over the 18 months. «

: - o ‘Period of
Name.and Title Role an Project Employment
G. Brian Jones, , T Respons1b1e ' . 2 months
Principle Research - Invest1gator '
Scientist . ]
H.B. Gelatt, | Responsible 7 months
Research Scientist Investigator,
' : k" Writer
Anita Mitchell, . Senior Reviewer , L month
Senior Research-Scientist ‘ :
. Charles Dayton; . Project Director - 12 mohths
‘ ~ Senfior Research Associate
‘Laurie Ganschow [Harr1son] Writer ‘ S ﬂ‘%ths
. Associate Research ’ : .
Scientist
Barbara Sanderson, Writer . 1 month
Sepior Research Associate . - .
Jean wOTman, S | Writer " ' 1'; months
Senior Research Associate
Caro]yn-He]]iwel], "~ Writer . 's month -~
Research Associate : :
Sarah Robert;} Writer - - 1'; months
Senior Research Associate |
. Steven Jung, Evaluator, 1 month
Senior Research Scientist Writer
Barbara Pletcher, ~ Writer 1', months
Research Associate '
Jurgen Wolff, Cartoonist ' ' 1, month
Associate Communications
Specialist
Philip Clendaniel, , National Search - 8 months

Resear¢h Assistant . Coordinator
17
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Period of

Name and Title : Role on Pspject V Employment :
Susan McBain, ' catalog ‘ 2 months )
Senior Research Assistant Writer s
Phy11is Dubois, Writer, Editor - 1 month B
Consul tant ,
Merlynn Bergen, IR “Evalyation Ins trument 15 days -
Consultant . Deugiopem o T
Beverly Harlan, - Production Supervigor 4 months

« + Adminjstrative v : . T

. Ass%f$@qt . B ‘ | . )

Jean Reynolds, Typing, Production - 5 months -

Secretary . ] .
. ' . . N
In addition, the five members of the National Advisory Panel .spent
two days each on the projgct'af the'September 1974 meétihg, and a variety
of personnel helped in small.bits on the production of: the tape-slides

(photography, modeling, artwork, announﬂing,‘and tape production).
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RESULTS

I ntro duction

This “"Results" sect1on will havé four bdsic divisions:

e The Participants

o ] Impact - Competencies'Deve1oped

° Impact.-?eactions to the Experience g - ‘
° Inf]uenc1n§ Factors

“"The Part1c1pants" sect1on will briefly descr1be the number and nature
of the participants in the three-settings in which the .modules were field

- tested: Mesa Verde, Grossmont, and Dr. Gysbers' Class. The "Impact = ~

Competencies Developed" section will present the majority of the data col-
lected, particularly where they provide some statistical indication of what

was achieved. These data will Qé briefly discussed to indicate the findinds
of most interest. The "Impact - Reactions to the Experience" section will
summarize comments made on various of the data collection instruments'an

pants toward tﬁe1r exper1ence Th "Inf]uenc1ng Factors" section will br1
summatize the more 1mportant nontreatment contam1nat1ng" factors that ~
affected participants' ‘attitudes toward the1r’EXper1ences.

One general point should be made here. This prdject was never intended
to be a hard scientific.inquiry which would use expekimental designs and
"arefully controlled tests to produce convincing parametric results. It

- developed approximately 1,000 pages of training materials, and made an

hnnest attempt to try them out on the intended audience. Much QSefu] in-e
formation is available concerning the resu]é._ But .each audience was

small, no controls were included in'the tryouts, and the data we;e not as
objective as possible. Practical constraints-often made it difficult to
obtain full and desirable. responses from a]] part1c1pantsg A school work-
shop is not a good experimental 1aboratcry " We do not apologize for the
.re§u1ts;,given the constraints and intent, they aré quite respectable. But:
we do not bretend they are more than descriptive'data that suggest certain

" conclusions. They are not hard scqent1f1c f1nd1ngs that have undergone o

sophisticated statistical analysis. ' o .
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me g " v', v .
The Dot Fol oot

Mesa Verde is a rural/suburban high school about 15 miles east

- of Sacramento. - It is on an experimenta] year-around schedule, currently in

the second year of this schedule. This is'what made it an attractive site,

; since it could accommodate a field test over t‘ﬁlsummer, and its staff had

been selected for their interest in innovation and openness to change.
. -

S Grossmont is a suburban district about ten miles east of San Diego, ®

composed oftlh 1 high schools and numerous grade and junior high schools.

~The district had recently comp]eted deve10pment of a Master Plan for Career
Guidance and Counseling, cioseiy para11e11ng in thrust the central message
of the modwles. This made it an attractive site, here the likelihood was
high that ‘the staff develapment to be dﬁ]ivered through the modules CS:;Q
be we]] received and *take root .

A distinction should be made from the start between these two sites.

e

Mesa Verde involved one schoel, a relatively small number of participants (18),

a shorter time period (two actual training days, plus brief orientation and
follow- up seSSions), and was thOUth,ef/as something of a mixture between
an actual fie1d test and a tryout for the state personnel as Coordinators
for the modules, and warm-up Yor the Grossmont ‘experience. No re]eased
time was provided for participants; they worked a normal school day until

3 pm and went through tne modules between then and 10 pm, with a break for

. \ .
dinner. ' - j:

Grossmont, on the other hand, involved personnel from nine schools,

~far more participants in all (47), and a time span of two weeks during
£ which individuals could select anywhere from two to six days of actual train-

ing. A full day of orientation was provided for everyone, along with a two-
hour debriefing session. Released time was provided all participants, the
sessions were held from 9 am to 4 pm, and all Coordinators viewed the ex-

v

' per.c.s a full-blown field test.

Table.]l provides information on the participants from these two set-
tings related to age, sex, education, credentials, positions, and 1engthdof
service in position. ﬁyquick scan of this tabie reveals the major differences
between the two groups. As well as being larger, the group at Grossmont was -
01der, more experienced more high]y credentialed, and made- up 1arge1y of

20 I
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Z%BLE 1

Participants in Field Tests

-

1

)

-

Mesa Verde (N=18) Grossmont (N=47)

Districts and Districts o] 1 -
Schodls ‘ Schools , 1 1
Represented .
Sex Breakdown Males 10 29
. ‘ Females 8 18-
Age 20-29 8 0
30-39 4 19
. 40-49 .5 18
50-59 1 9
’. 60-69 0 1
Mean Age:- .. 34 43
Bducation AB. T 94% 100%
M.A./M.S. 33% 89%
“Ph.D. - 0% 6%
Credentials Teacher 78% 897 . -
- Pupil Personnel Service 11% 91%
Administrator 28% 28%
Other - 6% 19%
Position héld Teacher 72% 85%
o . Counselor 11% 77%
-Administrator :33% 23%
- Other 22% 19%
Length of Service PoSition 2.2 years 4.3 years
in Current District - _ 4.4 " 8.7 "
Position School 1.5 " 6.3 "
R /
2z e
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pupil personnel staff, as opposed to'the heavy weighting of teachers at

Mesa Verde.

{ Part1c1pants in these settings used a "team" approach in selecting
Wodules for study. The time involved in going through all 12 modules
(72 hours) is  prohibitive. Thus each participant went through an orienta-
tion, and then selected one phase for stﬁdy. Variations from this general
v pattern occurred in Mesa Verde, where some participants coipleted less than
a full phase’(due to lack of time) and\in Grossmont, where a few participants
took two phases, but generally inservice participants c0mp]etedlon]y one of the
four .phases. Representatives from any given school generally.split up so
that all four phases were studied and all the skills were represented on the

school's staff. *

While the proposal called for two field tests, one in Northérn and one
in Southern California school districts, a third possibility became available
and was selected. One important question the project dealt with was de-
termining the best audience for the staff development process involved. Both
the planned field tests were with inservice groups--practicing counselors, -
administrators, and teachers. Testing the modules' reception and imgact with
a preservice audience seemed worthwhile, part1cu]ar]y when a proaect was -

, funded in fiscal year 1975 permitting AIR to develop further modules and
test them thusly. One of the National Advisory Panel members, Dr. .Norman
4 Gysbers, taughE\a class at the University of Missouri in the fall 1975
) quarter which seemed well suited for the modules. It was made up of 19
underéraduates, a mixture of guidance and counsé]ing majors (sopﬁbmores) and
several individuals with experience in vocational training jobs. «Dr. Gysbers
agreed to use the modules as the cur¥iculum for the course. Thus information
_ is.ayaiTab]é on their use in this preservice setting, and will be reported here.

-

- \ - ‘\‘ ]
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‘[mHaLL -»COmgbtenazes Developcd

?q%eral k1nds of data prov1de information on Just how effect1ve the
médu]es were 1nfdeve1op1ng the’ 1ntended competencies. They are:

+

fﬂ ‘;Q'The pre post self- rank1ng of participants’ competence on each

» ¥, modu]e;s objectives. g )

.o The %dord1nator S p1us~m1nus rating of each part1c1pant on each
modu % s objectives. *&K

) The,part1c1pants react1on as to the deve1opment of useful skills
as reported in theJPartzczpant Reaction Form. :

® The participants' reaction as to the improvement of their pregrams
"as reported in the two-month follow-up-at Grossmont.
The pre- pos£ self-ranking of participants' competence asked each. partl-
cipant to rank her/himself before any modules were stud1ed and again when all
.that that individual was taking were comp]ete, This ranking covered each of
the objectives for the modules studied. A number of-d1ff1cu1t1es deve]oped in
. this process. First, some participants said they were unable to form a clear
& picture of skills outlined-in the module-objectives. Second, some participants
~  said they needed a sténdard]by which to-judge their competence--that they were
only guessing.“'Thirq, some participants said that_tHe scale providedAwas hard
to use, going from "minimally competent" to "very competent" in_one leap.
Fourth; participants' self-assessed interest in each module objective was
gathered on the same form. Some of the Grossmont participants had made deci~
sions earMer, at their school, on this point, and thus ignored theé form,
unfortunately also ignoring the competency self-assessment as well. Fifth,
there was a reluctance on the.part of some particﬁpants !B rate themselves at
all, for a variety of reasons: fear of the consequences (in terms of self-
.jmage or supervisor's obinion); fiostility toward the form or the workshop
experience, lack of understanding of the purpose, and so on. In short, the
data obtained are sbotty and suspect. In Table 2, which summarizes these
results, the numbers represent averages across all part1c1pants in the given
modules. - ' -

This table suggests two ieterestfng conclusions. First, participants at
all. these settings rated their competence before the workshop or class fairly
Tow on most module topics, and their in;eresf'fai§1y high. This'suggests that

®the module topics were worthwhile ones to them. The widest discrepancies

“s,
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TABLE 2

s E Participants' Self Rating of Competence and Interest

\

- Competence
LPre-worksho ’

Mesa Verde ‘Erossmont )
Low*._ﬁi_gh*ﬁt_l_'_o_w , High | Low N |
3 -t -c2 |76 .28 |82 1. 6 .74
4 §.oo! 0 | .81, .19 | .9, .06 }6]
5 71 .29 .75 .25 | .92 .08 )6
6 .49 .51 | .89, .1 | .715,.25 |6
75y .79 .21 |82+ .18 | .88 .09 | 6
8 .80 . .20 | .78, .22¢| .86, .14 | 5
9 68 ' .32 | .64 ' .36 .88&".7? 4
| g
0 |.70) .30 | .89, .11 | .95, .0 5
1 67 .33 | .38 .62 | .93 .06 | 3|
SR = R Y :L.79“ 89 | .10 | 3 . .
Interest e ‘
Mesa Verde | Grossmont | -

Low , High | Low , High

This was rated on a four-point scale. The two bottom points on that
scale have been-combined to form the "low" total, the two top points
to rorm the "high." . -

'The data for Mesa Verde were too incomplete to present, i.e., N's of 1
or 0 in some cases. - : .

_ &) _

Numbers in these columns represent the average change im score for each
objective in a given module. Thus, for example, participants at Gross-
mont who took Module 5 rated themselves,an average of one full point
higher on each of ‘the objectives of thag.module.

Y
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" between these two represent the areas of highest motivation. -The one strong
var1at1on from this was on Phase 4 (Modu]es~11 and 12) at Grossmont, where
competencues were rated high prior to, the workshop, and gains were 1ow or
negative. But in genera], part1c1pants felt they needed work on the compe—

tenc1es presented .

Students in general rated their abilities lower than practicing guidance
personnel Bfior to the workshops, and'their interests about the same, generally
quite high. The gains they felt they made were generally higher, in some
cases dramatrqq]]y higher. This suggests that the students represented a

more apprOpriate audience for the modules.

‘ Coordinators at the inservice workshops were asked to maintain a record
of how each participant did on each module objective, and provide a plus or
minus rating to indicate achievement or lack thereof. Since many of .the.
objectives are ﬁeasqred by how well the participant performs on the skill-
building activities, this seemed 1ike the fairest way to determine whether
participants could do the things expected of them. Problems developed here
due to Coordinators'' dislike of the "judging" role, the lack of flexibility

‘ possible in the "grade" (a simple + or -), and possible variance among
different Coordinators' judgment. These problems were considered, and this
h or = rating system selected as the least of many "evils," -after considerable

deliberation. ' _ ‘ _ .

12

Participants' performance as judged by goordihators is summarized in
Table 3. -Individual participant ratings H§Ve been added to proQide the
totals for each module. The numbers thus represent "person-objectives," or
numbers of objectives achieved or-not achieved added across all objectives
and participants. (For examp1e, if a module has fsive objectives, and six
participants went through it, there would be 30 such person-objectives.")

‘ - The main conclusion suggested by this table is that most part1c1pants
"ach1eved most obJect1ves. Where obJect1ves were not cons1dered to be achieved,
in most cases it is because they wepg not treated. Except1qns are Module 4
.ét'Mesa Verde ‘and Modules 6 and 7 at Grossmont. And it shodid-be kept ih

mind that Coordinators' judgment mdy vary. But in general, Coordinators

felt that-participants were achieving module objectives successfully.

33
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TABLE 3 | .
[ 4

Coordinators' Ratiﬁg of Participants’ Achievement of Module Objectives .

i?t |
Trd¥ted

*"Modules 1 and 2 were Orientation Modules and 1acked the sk11T-
oriented 6bJect1ves of 3-12. - Thus, these data were not collected
for them. . ‘ - % e

** "Not Treated” Objectives resulted from participants having to. ledve
early, Coordinators choosing to omit parts of modules, and so on.

+ These gaps were due to Coordinators who failed to fill out the )
forms, at Grossmont. Modules 3 and 12 simply were not conducted at
Mesa Verde, as pot enough time was available to do all the modu]es

-

# of ObJectives Ach1eved Treated but Not Ach1eved
Mesa Verde . Grosemont®
M&?u]e* ’ N Achieved JﬁfZEﬁ?eszg AdﬁgVed Nggiﬁﬁﬁiézs
3, 7 . Not Conduét‘edf lucted, No|Data Coﬁectadt Y
4 6 5 9 | M 78 0 ;
5 7 5| 21 3 72 0 “’
6 57 M 19 9 37 | 7 19
7 4 7| 28 0 20 | 187
8 5 6| 24 0 63 . o
9 5 5| 22 3 53 |« 0.
10 6, |5l = 0 60 o ¥
11 %_ 5 v 30, 0 - 79 o ]'W%
- 0'1'2' 6? Not |Conducted® flucted, N
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The Participant Reaction Form contained a number of items bearing on
" the participants' development of usable skills, as perce1ved by participants
Uhthemseﬂves It specifically samples react1ons on:

@ Usefulness of the modules studjed, from the 1nd1v1dua] partici-
_Pant's point of view and that of guidance peop]e in general.

[) Fam1]1ar1ty with the 1nformat1on presented, and past learning~ex-
periences related to it.

e Gain in sk1]1s and spec1f1c methods usable in participants' own
settings.

Items contained in the instrument also ask for‘gain in motivation to
~ejimprove school guidance programsy unanticipated effects, general criticisms
or suggestions, and ratings of ‘the Coordinator.. These will be reported in

_ the section on the reactTons to the exper1ence '

The data appearing in Tab]e 4 are presented by item$ on the Participant -
Reaction Form, across all modules. For -the inservice field tests, the data
have been grouped across the Mesa Verde and Grossmont settings. The results
from the preservice field test are presented in parallel fash1on to show

the comparison.
Table 4 éu%gests a number'of cdrclusions.

o First, 1t strong]y suggests that participants felt the modules were
useful to them and would-be for guidance pepp]e in genera], in R
terms of deve]op1ng the skills on which they focus. : ’

~

e Many participants had had exposure to the topics#ﬁrb&iousiy Ahsut
half of the 1nformat1on was, rated as familiar, and about two- th1rds
of the participants had had previous learning experiences in the '
topics covered. Inservice participants were considerably more ex-
perienced in this regard than were preservice participants.

® Most participants (79%) felt the modules helped them acquire and

practice skills so ‘they are now well prepared to use them in their
work. Students were a, 11tt]e less comfortable on this point than.

pract1c1ng profess1ona1s

Most participants (90%) felt they could use specific methods from the

modules.
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1. What are your ove r'all reqetions to thie
module from your oum point of view!

At leasa 5% of the module helped me acquire:
md practice the okills on vhich it foeuses.
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%, What are your overall reactions to this mdule|
.. from the point of view of quidance people in
general?

At least 75% of the nodle vil help partici-

pants acguire @id practice the skills on
vhich 14 focuses, gz e 59185 144
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Becauﬁe Nodules T and 2 were orfentation in nature, this i'nfomﬁtion was 0t collected on then,
‘I=Inservice setting--Mesa Verde and Grossmont conbined, PsPreservice setting--Dr. Gysber's U of Missouri class.
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4, Have you had pravious.Learning sxpariensen in
the knowledge and skille covered in this
module?

Yeo
No

If yes, check the types of previous leamings

Preservice courves through a college o
univeraity

Hbrkshopg’ami/or tnaervice
K3
Reading on your oum

" Experience on the job /

5, Did you fesl that the moduls helped you ac~.

quire and practice akille so that you are now
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Because the 6bossmont field test was so much moréW§Ub§tantfiizfjﬁﬁmfho’
Mesa Verde one in terms of numbers of partickpants.ahd amount of t¥fie asked
of participants, a follow-up daté collection was conducted there two months
following the workshops to gauge effects that occurred during that time.
Th\rty seven of the original group of 47 participants were reached in this
effort. The rema1n1ng ten were unavailable due to transfers or conf]1ct1ng
schedules. This folloy-up involved two types of measures: 1) short-answer
tests on the modules an individual studied; and 2) an interview with eatch
participant, using a structured interview form which focused on: u

e Progress over the two months on plans developed at the workshops.

e Positive and negat1ve changes in programs resu1t1ng from the workshops.

o New planning as a result of the woskshop. )
The form also gathered information 02 suggestions %or improvements in the
workshops, side effects, and general (eactions. These will be reported in

the section on reactions to the experience.

The short-answer test was also administered to the college class, at
the end of the quarter, for all modules. The fo]low;up interview seemed
inadvisable, since these participants had no setting in which they were work-"
ing to gauge ‘the practical effects of the experience. The results of the
test in both Grossmont and in the class ére.summarized in Table 5. "Table 6
" summarizes the results of the two-month fallow-up interviews at Grossmont.

Three comclusions seem apparent from Table 5.

1

® No one in either setting did consistently well. This suggests a
weakndss in the test. It ‘measured just know]edge, while the medules'
main thrust was ‘toward sk1l]s,,and this may account for much of this

~

problem. . . -

~

e Students generally did.betté}ufhan working professionals. This may
reflect their general test-taking skill, their chance to study which
inservice pérticipants were ndt,afforded, or a genuinely greater
knowledgewpf the modu]es “content.

e Lack of any response was a problem at Grossmont which' was absent

Jin the class. - This reflects the "captive aud1encgk nature of the
alass. It also may‘réf1ect a greatér:degreé of resentment and resistance
both toward the test and the workshop experience on the part of the
Grpssmont Participants.

- Table 6 applies just to Grossmont. It suggests several conclusions.

_ - I .
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e Only 40% of the part1c1pants wrote up plans for app1y1ng the module
skills to. the1r school setting.
, ® Forty-four percent of the participants fe]t their school program :
. ' had improved as a result of the workshops. Forty-seven percent felt
it had not.
4 orThlrty percenf‘of participanfs'fe1t there were negative effects
of the workshopg; 62% did not feel this. ; .
@ Plans made in the workshop had beeri followed to vary1ng degrees,
suggest1ng no clear pattern of use or disuse. '”h. :
o Fifty-four. percent of part1c1pants had deve10ped addftional plans
" since. the workshops, suggesting increased activity in this d1rect1on
as a resu]t of the workshops

=/
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PABLE 6 - -,
(continued on next page)

Followup Interviews - Grossmont

1. For each module, or set of modules, you completed in October, you were
asked to outline a plan for applying to your own school setting the - -
skills you developed.and/or practiced .in the workshops. )

. ®
‘4. Did you write up a plan, ' . . yes no , %
(i) for each module? : 8% 57% " {
(i1) for each set of modules? . 32% - 54% ¢
b. Did you think about a plan but not write it up, "% § =
(i) for each module? - _ < 0% 38% -
(ii) for each set of modules? - .  19% 32%
c.* °Is there any aspect of your workshop p]ann1ng not considered by the
above questions? If so, please summarize it: o,
‘ Two pebple (5%) answered affirnutzuely, and eight others (22%)
T offered some explanation for the lack of planning they had done.
A ‘ o » )

2. The purpose ‘of the workshops was to help part1c1pants develop practical

skills that they could then use to improve guidance, counseling, place-
~ ment, and fo]]ow-through programs in their school settings. We assumed
that by encouraging participants. to formulate personal and team action
plans for their schools, the workshops would have ‘more pract1ca] relevance
to. their needs. Please explain why you didn't become involved in.this .
planning activity. [This item was des1gned only for those individuals who
had not responded to item 1.]
- 23% of partieipants provtded such explanattons here,

3. During the two months since the workshops, have you personally experienced
any improvements or-partjcipated in improving programs at your school* that

you believe were d1rect results of the workshops7 . : . .
Yes, 44
No 47%

No response 9%

a. Please describe what you feel was the most valuable result.
(i) What happened?

All 16 participants who answered affirmatively

were able to provide. at least one example. In all,
43 examples were provided, or an average of 2.7 per
affirmative response.

* g : '
Where percentages do not total 100, certain forms lacked any response.
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Table 6, continued
rabte 6 comprnue

. 4
" oo

" 4. During that same time period, were tliere resuL&s that were not positive
’ _but yet were direct effects of the workshops?/

Yes 30% -
No 62% ' . - "

/
i

No response 8%

_a. Please describe each negative (or neut?a]) result.

First, let's

t

-take the one that stands out most in your mind. -

o": ; (i) What happened? ‘
¢ ~ ALL 11 participants whé answered affirmatively were
‘ able to provide at least one example. In all, 26
examples were provided, or an average lf 1.5 per

0 . . ,
df firmative response. ‘

-
ot

2

- 5. 'During the last two months, to what /degree have ypd'been able to follow
the plan(s) you made in the worksh7bs for this time period? o -

, o _ T
Implemented at least 75% -of what was planned. - 16%
Implemented 50-74% of what was planned ( 9%

. Implemented 25-49% of what was planned . 6%

. Implemented less than 25% of what was planned 28%

- No response - -// . 4%

6. Quring the last two manths, aﬁ a result of thé workshop have you developed
. .additional (or new) plans to/improve guidance, counseling, placement, and
., '.follow-through programs in ybur school setting?

Yes 549 / ,
®  No 41% / : :
- No response. .5% // ‘

a. If so, have we a]re#ﬁy summarized such planning earlier during this
interview? / :

Yes 8% /
‘No- - 35%/
No response 57%’

b. " Please summari;@ your additional (or new) plan(s).

Nineteen ggrticipants‘(52%) provided examples of new pZané
they had /made.

/ P4 >
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contained in the Appendix. ' !

Impact - Bedct?éhsjto the Experience R \ G

While sShe of the information provided in tke previous section touches
on reactions to the workshop and classroom experience, 1§gpr1mar11y deais
with the.results of those experiences in terms oﬁ measurable gains in °
know]edge, skills, and program improvement. Certh1n items on the 1) Partici-
pant Reaction Form and 2) Followup Interview Rorm\ sample reactions more
in terms of attitudes and feelings. In addition,\B) feedback received
through more 1n#5rma1 .channels, through the debr1éf1ngs in the workshops and
final class discussion, pr0v1des useful information of th1s sort. These
three categor1es of 1nformat1on will be summar1zed\here ' *

The first six items on the Participant Reacttqn Form, responses to
wh1ch are sunmar1zed in Table 4 in the prev1ous sedF1on, all have a partial
slant toward feelings and attitudes. Overall reaction to the workshops,
past related experience, and increase in usable skills are all touched on
there. A review of the responses presented in that section m1ght be useful
at this po1nt The third category, increase in usab e skllls, is covered in
,items 5-6, which a]so ask for exampies to support th g1ven responses. Item
7 samples desire tc .improve progrems, jtem 8 asks foriunanticipated effects
(positive or negative) and item 9 asks for criticisms| of the module and
suggestions for improving it. All the comments from these f1ve items are
suﬁmarized in Digest 1. Because of its length and dete11, ‘this digest is

4

. . ' SR .
The way information from comments made on these five items is
summarized is as follows: ¢ ' L '

° F1rst by item. Thus, a11 -.comments made in resp nse tc item 5
are group, followed Qgtcomments from item 6, and so on.

e Within each item, comments aragp;vgded-among the three settings

in which they were gathered: Mesa Merde, Grossmont and Dr. Gysbers'
- class.

o Within a g1ven setting, comments are listed by modL]e beg1nn1ng
with Module 3 and end1ng with Module 12. \

. Thus comments are 1nc1uded for every module studied at each of the three

sett1ngs, for all five items. Each comment has been ed1ted 1 to the bare
message, and reference to specific individuals has been ed1ted out. In -
add1t1on, the yes-no response totals are given for items 5- 8 Item 9 is

open ended ) , o . \
36 |
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It is almost impossible to provide a useful summary of this digest. It
&~ is 31 pages long, and contains hundreds of individua¥*examples and 1ns1ghts
These fall 1nto the five categor1es def1ned by the 1tems, namely:
f & Skills acquired o

/ @ Methods’ useful at participants' own settings ' : "GD
i I e Improved d&;ire*for program improvement

_ / e Unanticipated effects ' S
g / e .General criticisms and suggestions . .
7 Z // The majority of these examples are positive or neutral (simp]evexamp1es of
: / skills or methods), reflecting the poéitive yes-no tallies to the questions.
g ’j The last two items reflgct a more negative response, particularly the last.

This is Yogical, as this item asks for criticisms.
—

&8

S
SN

ot

.V A general difficulty that occurred with preparinQ‘é]] three digest§

.“/ was the brevity anq'Gr fragmentation of many of the remarks . While many of

| the least understandable comments have been edited out, some'reﬁain Thus
where the reader. feels a frustration in making sense of certa1n comments, this
was a frustrat1on shared by the editor, not caused by her. -This may represent
a comment in %tse]f, §uggesting something about either the’ ab111ty or moti-

t

T P v, SRRSO
- o
—

vation of the participants.

i | - P |
The follow - lgl)nferv1ew was conducted just at Grossmont As reporteé”

in the last secti t focused on the 1mp1ementat1on of p]ans developed at

the workshop,/pos1t1ve and negat1ve 1mpact of the workshops, and additional

p]ann1ng act1v1t1es carried out since the workshops. Three items on this

form/provoked largely feeling reactions to the experjence. Item 5 asks for

[T

o way§ the workshop planning could have been more effective, item 7 for -
; _v'“unanticipated_side effects {positive or negative) of the/workshops, and .
%'1,/'°= “item 8 for final comments and suggestions. . .

Information from these items are summarized by item. Each indi-
vidual's comments have been edited'down to the essential message, and names
of individuals have ‘been edi ted out.  Each paragraph represents one ihdivi-
dual's comments. Thg{qﬁestions are presented first, along with results of
the yes-no rating preceding the comments for items 5 and 7.

Again, it is very difficult -to prdvide gxusefu1vsummary of the many
comments presented in Digest 2. They do fall into the categofies suggested
by the questions: . ‘ B .h, : '
i e Ways in which the workshdps could have been better planned and Eonducted

i ' | .
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° Unanpicipated~e£fec£s of the workshops
0 Gene?a]vcomments and\suggestions

“the majority of ;he:commenfg in the fikst category afe'critical; quité'
logically. Those in‘theisecond and third categories are a mixture of
positive and negative. They generally reflect the pragmat1c orientation
,of the participants: and their concern about what p?act1ca1 achievements
be made as a resylt of the workshops. The only way to gain a real

. understanding of the feedback is to read through the responses themselves. «

B

DIGEST 2

Follow-up Interview

5. (a) Is there anJ way (s) Jour workshop pZanmng could have been more

ef‘fecmve')* . o } R —
Yes 7 56% ' ‘ - '“Hi?-" g

No o 19% -

b -

(b) If so, in whdt way(s),and how could we have helped?

, . l . » . . 5

Doesn't ‘think it helped. Too much autonomy in district; counselors
resist change. :

Things beginning to happerm slowly’but need to get over resistance.
‘Too long. One good coordinator. - Cuf down module. Only used activities
meaningful to counselors. Too much time. One coordinator very inflexible--
bad reaction. Modu]e 10 had little continuity with Modules 8 and 9.

Make it more specific. Wr1te)0b3ect1ves move in line with what one :QT'
could actually do. Less abstract.’ B §

"Too much flexibility:” Helped get all sorts of skills. Group leaders--
freedom of choice, uncomfortable with material. Choices not made. on
basis of group needs. Bad to skip parts of modules. Felt that research
went into package. Bad with state department people leading modules; : P
not-that know]edgeab]e jn area, more pdlitical, socjal.

Too much time on things a]ready done. Could have been done quicker,
simplified. Vocabulary ambiguous; redundancy. Paper pushing.

*Less than 1007 totals was due’}o interviewer lapses in recording the yes-no
- responses, not respondent failures to reply.

38
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Digest 2, continued : C

Two groups in one room bad--breaks co centration. Noise, bad facilities.
Suggests reading outside of class. Varidus reading speeds, "chaotic. Skipped

things.

gghou]d have answered needs of participants.  Imposed. Should condense
materials to use less time. Give out ahead of time. Spent teo much
time reading. -

; Stay out of tough political situatfons.. These made it hard to judge
materials on own. Give out matérials ahead of .time. ‘

“Workshops should be shorter so school responsibilities don't lapse.
Should actually produce instruments/products participants could use. . _5 '
. BN 7

-

- xercises not c1ear,'some badly designed. = Some good; liked i
. rafidom numbers exercise. Noise problem--hard to concentrate. - Screw-up "’
. . -

©in debriefing.time was annoying.

-

‘  Cou]d‘héYé,been done quicker.

- %

.~ Not'much opportunity to work on "strategies" area.

“-Nothing practical frgm Orientation--a little terminology. Needed §
evaluation workshop -in a1l areas. Coordimation among staff not too
helpful. Much repetitign; too basic, a rehash. Coordinator ramtled.
- Too long. S -

- Coordinators inadequate. Too ]ong._:Lackyof understanding of profes-
sional level of participants. Coordinator talked down to by people with
more experience and expertise. Coordinators put People off.

Workshops didn't relate to needs. ‘District-wide definition bad--

too many variations. , .

Too easy reading. Liked cartoons. Groups OK. Preplanning and Orienta-
tion bad. Hostility before started.

"Anything relating to Master Plan (MP) and district personnel bad.

_Shorter sessions. Time wasted. Should do homework at night.
Implication that what people are doing now is "all wrong" is bad, turns
~people off. My school is an example--worked hard last year and got no

credit. Deal first with principals--they were in the dark, felt that

they'd been had.

I needed to attend more modules. Vocabulary was bad. Jargon a
problem. . Principals and vice principals need to be sold on it before ’
MP written, not after. We feared this was going to be imposed by district
guidance director; school 16sing autonomy. :

Space sections out, have people produce things. Situations were
contrived. Timing was bad. Should have dovetailed MP and AIR's package
more effectively. MP will lay down and die. New superintendent in favor
of local autonomy; this is good. No understanding of local operations
by district guidance personnel. . '

39

51

)



i#

ngeat 2, gon tinued

.
a..,, 4

Dumrzg ‘the last two months, have you experienced any unanttctpated effects
[(positive or negative) of the workshops—-ones that you haven t described
'nlre’ady" : ®

Yes 49%
Ne I X7

If so, pZease describe them.

Resentment aga1nst district guidance personnel. They imposed things
we didn't want. This shou]d have been voluntary.

Frustration. Meeting t1me required. Thrashing through what to do.

Professional contacts with other counselors were good. Easier to gef
information from other schools. Got less than hoped for from workshops.
Negative reinforcement. :

Better understanding of goals and obJectlves he]p1ng in school p]ann1ng
process. Not too active yet. :

Contact with other district counselors. Lost time on job. Frustration
level up. -

Pursﬁing affective reading. Enthused--this approaeh doesn't have to
be complicated.

Crystallized idea of outeomes. Some materia]:dood, Increased
vocabulary to impress people. ‘

Increased load. Created frustration.
Not enough time for eVerything.

Contact with other personne1 was good. Lost time on job, which createdﬂ
problems with students. . - ‘
. »

No time to do anything along lines learned in workshop. No follow-
through--no-one at my school to establish priorities and take 1eadership

Concern on counseling staff s be1ng behind ogher schoo]s in accomp11sh-
ing organized planning. )

Attempted to change counseling prjiorities to focus more on vocat1ona1
needs .of students. No clearcut impact of workshop®

Interaction among people positive Jolidified negative feelings on
district implementation and developing career gu1dance programs

Animosity joined people ‘together. Learned some good restaurants

*
a .

Leary of district-inservice. 5,3
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" Digest 2, continued

More invo]&ed in career education and p1annjng,

Frustration resulted in-district personnel *staying away from schools.
altogether. , : ’ -

We're talking about redesigning facilities. Renewed commitment to
career development. . o

@

8. Thank you for participating in the workshops and agreeing to help us with
this follow-up. Please lét us know if we can provide any assistance to you
in the future. Are there any final comments or suggestions you care to '
make? ' ' -

. oo

Feels school administrative resistance to type of planning discussed =i

in workshops and set out in district-plan. Meetings not productive

enough. Enjoyed workshops immensely--scientific method of doing things,

get away from in school (assessing student). Personal pain and frustra-

tion due to counseling department decisions and reversals.

Philosophical difference a problem in the counseling department. Much
resistance. Group not much of a team. Feéls more qualified due to work-
shop but can'®do it alone. Positive about workshop but needed more time
on practical applications and less on philosophical issues. - -

Bewildered. Workshop very helpful, leader patient. Doesn't feel as
competent in planning and career development. Too much asked of counselors.
Frustrated being away from office and students. Felt positive about work-

shops.

Staff not a team, argue a lot. Frustrating. People dragging heels.
Shortage of money limits what can be done.. No time tradeoffs. Need

encouragement. : .

~ We now plan more precisely what will happeh in class units related t
e quidénce. Get into classrooms more. Will be responsible for classroom
evaluation. Skills aren't that developed yet. Need more reality exposure.

.Some materials good. Action verbs in Module 6 good. Few materials
practical like this. Need to see cost effectiveness at work. Negative
feelings toward district guidance personnel. Won't always be there
while counselors will. Reaction form futile. Follow-up knowledge test was
Mickey Mouse. Cynical feelings: toward experience. ’

M2 .

‘Planning time is time away from students; however, feel positive about
workshops. _ : ‘ " ST

P ' g -
Beneficial but piecemeal handling of Phase 1. Backlog of counselors,
recommend evenings or weekends.

Felt out of it (new to school). . 7

03
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Digest 2, comtinued . ' : ..

i *
Not enough time. Impressed with leaders' fielding of questions. .Drop-
in youth center, family counseling centers, truancy preventiongis over and
aboves job. : ' . . ’

: ) " ) .
Materials good, well wf1tten. Relevant to decision making. Wants to
see final report. . Resents MP--not directed to student outcomes.

Idea great. Bad timing.. Modules good. Nice informed outlook. How to
use materials. Problem kids will destroy any system.

No basis to judge program involvement. ' Orientatjon bad. Hosti]f%ies} -
Not very productive. : _

r .
Gained personally; no real program improvement. Basic idea good.
Frustration. Negative toward MP; don't need. Workshops showed how it
developed, lent more respect for it even if it is impraétical-. |

Leaders likeable but low key. Not sufficiently task-oriented. Modules
could have been covered more quickly. [Not negative] Could have covered
material more effective1y._4Va1uEb1e; will help implement school plan more
effectively. : - : :

-Came in hostile, now more willing to promote changes. Workshops helped
me to see what I should be doing and-what I wanted to do. Will be more
impact in 3 months; come back then. Training we received was needed.

Better direction to go in. .

Positive about planning process. Concern with accomplishing goa]s.'

" Problem.of priorities and getting time to meet them.

One coordinator was good--another was disappointing, not as well

organized. Not an intellectual type so didn't get into planning as easily:
From business world, not education. o

More district participation needed instead of outsiders. Workshops
intellectual to point of being stuffy; should have been more down-to-earth.
Not well organized enough to get teams working and planning together.
Haven't done it since. o

. Lack of support for change and/or evaluation--np oné to give ideas to.
“dministration hostile to MP. .Apathetic. Exercise in futility. Low
priority on accountability. Apathy in counseling. Should have gone
through one complete example for each phase. More attention on getting
administrative support for planning needed. Should involve teachers.
Conflict exists between school and district administration on presentation
of MP. It was forced on us. - .

o E
- Too intellectual. More time and exposure needed. Haven't used any
materials yet, but when need to plan, will have materials to do so.

Part of workshop too intellectually draining. Not enough time.
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Digest £, cor’ Dued

-more on counselor's knowledge. Should have been voluntary. Lack of -

;

Positive about impact. Some basic ideas, doing some planning. Didn't
like the way district organized workshop and planning. Like to see another

follow-up on a weekend.
r

Stress on behavioral objectives can be a semantic exercise. Didn't
understand how workshops fitted into MP. Ordered to go. Bad. timing.
Hostility interfered. Examples and exercises insulting, not practical.
Some discussions effective but role hasn't changed due to it.

Resistance and hostility from counselors. Forced to go. Timing bad
(Not AIR's fault). Felt if I didn't do anything, MP would go away. Learned

"to write performance objectives but haven't used them yet. Felt good about

training.

Too Tragmehted; should have been exposed to all modules. Needed more -
time. ‘Forced to go. No one treated me as an expert on Modules 11 and 12.
’ ‘ |

Got people moving. Workshop pace too slow. Should have capitalized
teanwork follow-through after workshop. Could have started with school's
needs assessment data and then considered information in modules.
B R . . »
Profited from interaction with coordinator from state department.
Modules could have beén done in a shorter period of time. Time wasted.

“Can't do both team planning recommended and regu]ar tasks.

" No noticeable influence of workshops. Guidance programs I'm writing
have no relationship to workshops Workshops should have beena result

" 'of our needs. Forced to'go. District-guidance personnel don't ligten.

State department personne] not involved in schoo]lilynse11ng

Negative feelings toward test and ﬁﬁrkshops Negative feelings ahead -

© of time due to experience with TALENT (AIR prOJect) Resistance to district

personnel. Counse]ors can do planning. Don't need AIR.

Needed more 1nf0rmat1on in advance about purpose of workshop Negativ®
feelings toward whole attempt: Instructors nice people but not for train-
ing professionals; were dull. _ . B

Plan already developed. MWorkshop too late, but gradua] enthusiasm.

New administration stifling, frustrating; no time. Working with other
schools not helpful. Using AIR materials instead of MP. This wrong. -
Unfortunate that Department Chairman didn't attend (due to previous comm1t-
ment). Had some hostility toward one coordinator. Another was great

District's plan incorporated nothing of our new school's plan.. Act1ng
as if nothing happened. Like coordinator to return to get th1ngs of f

- tne ground. Career center and help at our school.is good.

Need for simple English. "Subset optimization" is r1d1cu1ous, turned
people off. If approach simple and clear, will be good and vital.

Materials ‘don' "t deal with present 1nab111ty to obtain JObS Different -

- ‘work ethic with 10wer classes, high unemp]oyment Neat ideas but 1mpract1ca1
“Hostile toward one person, nqt AIR felt sorry for AIR - ) .

. .';"""T‘I_."t-ﬁ- _,_____,,'.f,_. e 50 43 - ‘ B ".

T - - —————————
.




Digest &, continued

o A o K .
Subject matter good. Presented'bad]yhdfinstructors 0K. Bad situation--
imposition of MP. . -0

District transiency very h1gh,’£rob1em for career counseling. Should
have been briefed in advance of wBrkshops. Bad political situationy resent
central authority. More AIR investigation of local school: Qgeds needed
before de11ver1ng programs. .

7 o e

While the‘reactfons that have heen sumnariZed from the Participant

' Reaction Form and. Follow-up Interview. Form are quite extensive and detai]ed,
the impressions one leaves apworkshop or class with are usually formed from
more informal and random comments Debriefing sessions of one to two hours,d
fo110w1ng the workshops, were held at both Mesa Verde and Grossmont,. and a.
centra] function of these was to gather part1c1pants immediate react1on& to.
the experience. ‘Similarly, a class discussion at the end of the quarter in
br. Gysbers' class allowed for general reactions to the modu1es and the

learnirg experience-——While commenisreceived in these forums must be

considered data of a 1ess rigorous and trustworthy nature, they do form a
body of 1nformat1on worth inctuding.

~ These comments are presented for ngQ of the three settings. They
havei.Efn edited down to their essential. message, and references to spec1f1c

individuals have been edited out. .

The comments are generally negative in tone'in'the two inservice'settings,
and in some cases hostile. Partly tHs is a natural reaction to being asked -
for reactions and criticisms at the end of an experience. The human mind
naturally focuses on problems and possible improvements. More than that,
however, it provgd a venting experience for participants’ d1ssat1sfact1ons
and frustration. Some felt they had had little say in their part1c1pat1on,
and that what they had ga1ned had not Just1f1ed the time away from the job.

It is probab]y the case that those most frustrated and hostile were mgst
vocal in these debriefings. Inservice participants were far more positive in
their'reactions, although they also cite certain frustrations and dissatis-
factions. Again, the only way to gain a real sense of these reactions in any
of the settings is to read through the individda] comments themselves.

.56 . . :.‘ ‘:‘-
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“about more directly to a practttioner's problems. — »

Digest 3

Reactions Reported During Debriefing Sessions | »

Mesa Verde ) )

The content was too basic for this group. The concepts are at a high ,
SEhool level in many cases, and these are largely well-educated people in
this area.

When asked how many in t®e group had taken away something new they could

_a@tua]]y use in their job, about half raised their hands.

a

It was suggested that the modules are more useful as a resource to turn
to than as an educational vehicle. ' S

It was suggested that the modules would be more useful if they required
the actual production of the end products in question (a needs-assessment
instrument;, performance objectives, an evaluation instrument) as people worked
through them. .Sﬂmp1yf1earning the process or how to do this seemed trivial.

. Little ?eai inmdepth Enow]edge was actually presented, once one waded
through the jargon and figured out what was actually being talked about.

The 'mEidu1e's would be more useful if they related the process they ‘(

<

‘Q' There: was nothing new in the modules--and some of the old was made
cohfusing. . :

,\ "If anyone in/charge of a program adésn't_know what's in those books,
they're in trouble. ‘Maybe they would help someone starting out at ground

zerg, but they're too basic for anyone who will be in a responsible position."

VKThe program'might be OK as a refresher or resource.

i

\It's presumptucus to suggest better p]énningnand'eva]uation as an

Agnswek to problems, ‘when those in the field are pointing to everything but

this as 'the probdem.’” When specific problems are pointed to (1ike drugs, or
the need for better career educationg it ‘means we need help. with those, not
that the whole program is falling apart. Who are they anyway, to tell us
better planning is the answer?

Wexmake an assumption-thaf those in the field can't do these things. .

. They may .not be doing them, but it's-not because they don't know how, 1't‘s"~

because théy lack the time and resources.
it . ' . _
The stmative evaluation module talks about néedf?g to make hard judg-
ments -and eliminate ineffective programs. While this program has redeeming
features; so does anything, including a pile of dog shit ?sic). Let's not

-

be so damn generous. This is bad.
45 .
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cDigest 3, continued:

The evaluation instruments only allowed for extreme responses at the
end of the continuum (minimally competent, very competent; Coordinator was
partially helpful and partially a hindrance) or grouped two or three questi¢ns
together with only one response possible. ('Did you have a chance to acquifye

and practice...')

You can't estimate your responses in precise percentagés, like 'from
50 to 75%.' ' L ' . .

"I never really got a chance to evaluate the module, to say, 'This
module- taught me nothing.' It took mé lower than -l already was."

~ Time was very pressed for filling out the eva]Uation instruments! Why
did AIR plan thé project with no money to pay participants for field testing?

What kind of planning and evaluation design is that?
. : ‘ N
We expected help in doing a better. job on'career education in the

school. The modules had no relationship to our ‘needs.

e

' We preach assessing needs, but no assessment of participants' need& was
done, even within a given module. In many cases we were asked to spend end-
less hours on things we already knew. o !

g / ‘
We never got a clear overview of how all of the modules fit together.

I still don't. understand. '

The modules don't meet our needs at all. -Why weren't these sampled
first? :
The terminology was different and difficult. -Process and pekformance

objectives are confusing. There seemed to be variance in use of language
between modules (this turned out to be because of the confusion between per-

formance and process objectives).

The language was too research oriented, full of oblique terms, circum-
Tocution, excess verbiage. '

Embedded clauses were common. This mdkes for ‘hard reading.
"Give us just the summaries. 'You're trying to make ten books out of one."

In most cases the contepts were simple, but we use different ‘terms for
them. Often we were being asked to use new labels for things we already knew,
and this was the only learning going on: -

In some cases coordinators were ill-prepared, were just a jump ahead of
the group. "I resented spending time with an i1l-prepared coordinator."
(This was contradicted by some alsb.) : -

HaVe the coordinatoré”summarize more of the information, e]iminate much
of the reading. N
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Digest 3, continued

Grossmont

You gave us "pie in the sky" at the beginning. You promised tod much.
We needed to know more of the limitations and constraints. ‘Working in the
real world is very frustrating.

] We arrived.the first sz already hostile. We were pushed here, scheduled
without our choice. We had no say in whether a Master Plan would be developed.

Local school administrators are the key to this working. We needed to
‘kngw they were committed to it before we started.

"1 fee1.1ike we threw away a lot of hours without knowing what happened."

The workshop would be better in the summer. It's hard to take time from
schoo] ‘ ' ‘ ,ﬁ%\v .-

. The Master Plan is too big and. complicated. A1l the instruction related
to it. The hostilities to the first transferred to the second.

The inservice should have come before development of the Master P1an, or
the two should have happened simultaneously: s

The approach is- scientific and sound It's better than flying by the’
seat of your pantss which is what we're doing now. It's not new, however,

It's what common. seﬂs§§§1ctates s

Modules 8-10 (Phase 3) are simplistic to the point: of being r1d1cu10us
Parts of them are badly done, part1cu1ar1y in Modu]e 10

The vocabulary was bad. The concepts are s1mpfe, so why not use s1mp]e
terms. Educators have:gotten so they reject "edycationalese" out-of-hand.
'Outcomes, student performance obJect1ves, subsét optimization' sound .

absurd--they just turn-people off.

: Too much time was a11owed. Half-day worksh0ps would’ have been suff1c1ént y
~and better. . .

Every participant should have received a comp]ete set of their own m u]es1

The modules talk down. We were asked to gauge our competence before We

began, without guide]ines We already are as competent as the modules demand ﬁ )

(Comment from woman in Phase 3.) | , L S

- The se]f'assessment of competence scale a11oWed no medium point. It QO%§
from m1n1ma11y competent' to 'very competent.' : ) . T

The module on objectives was excellent. I Tlearned useful, pract1ca1
skills in ‘a way that made clear what had been fuzzy before

The leaders often seemed unfam111ar with the materials. Were they'

given any training? . 4
L : 47
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. B . : . :
Digest 3, continued : o
» . . P )

The exercises were repet1t1ve _We neededene that would include all
the skills. e . :

R
I3

. School District or schools receiv1ng the inservice must coordinate -
agendas with the State or AIR--there seemed to be two d1fferent agendas,vone?
from AIR and one from Grossmont. _ e . .

Materials were heavy with verbiage. Many common words were used in
an uncommon sense. Example--the many‘uses of the term "environment." "Sub-
set optimization?" : : ' :

- Format of modules shou1d be des1gned to be read separate]y from the
-activities. Thus they could Ber1n hands’ of participants before workshop.
.There was not enough t1me to read and 1nterna11ze the mater1a1s in the work-

shop. - .“ T R i

"-Tl- . ’~ ; .
"V . We must be- made aware that al] ouﬁtomes of theSe modu]es will reflect
nh9~dncons1stenc1es of the codrd1nafors Noowoa s

b

. L
’F ‘«“u Coord1nators for the mqst part were competed’ and he]pfu] facilitators.

pwewer, they appeared to-be’ ynfam111ar with the materials ih sonfe 1nstances.

4/)
o .
' L&,, .. The or1entat1on cou]d be shorter--reduce to halﬁgday
‘( 1 . . <. S
o ' 0r1entat1on--depeﬂﬁihg whereai school or d1strLgt i in the1r p]ann1ng

/'prosess an_ opportunity" ‘Shquld be given for :the part1c1pants ‘to’ vent hostility.
S A-general feeling wa§~expressed iha{ this was one of the results of the

or1entat10n ) . . i
i 7 : ~ .“?,;.1 - PR

«

g&j#‘ qe greatest prob]em—-agrea$'up5%‘by conSensus of t group-—was that

&W‘f

§eventy five. per krit of sthe district pJan was nat génerated or planned by
( the guidance pefs ane]\at f%e schoo] 1evels bdt was 1aﬁd npon them
L. \ o g - ‘ﬁ‘t
5 '- ere“ws sdme.doubt as to the quantvty and‘%ga11ty of the sk1]1s gained
grom

se moduﬂes PO .
: . . L3

- & 1 ’
‘g ¢ ‘ \’ g‘ v K
: * There needs to bé sOme systemltoi exp1aJn each phase and each module
(sk1}1 cdntent) befare or1entat1op ahd before the se}ect1on prOcess

’.6
K]

Exp]aqn in advance'yhat,the partrg1pan%s w111‘get¥oqt of 1t--how it

helates t%*%he1r program se.d Master P}an)
. » .
. EX@}%Tn ‘how sk111s ‘are. necqfsary for md1nta1n1ng programs as we11 as
“For creatd jthemr & ,észé_,.s . :
" N oy . -f LY ; . . Sl Cor .

: %Or1entat1on shou]d be -an or1entat1on (1ttwasn t). What the modules
. conta1n should:be known Before orientation® (pr1hted page or two). Spend
mfn1mum amoqpt of time on explaining. modu]as . Get k?ght 1nt0 the process,

"y work1ng through the f1rst two modules o :, B "~i
) @ s e, :u .
. Se1e@ }ons were made o¢‘Ebnven1ence rather»than 1nterest--don t know
how: to avetd ‘this. - PRISAS | «-j’, \ :
Sk SR I R
L ‘d : ""‘.‘ $ g £ -' o , s D 2
. - ! a 4';1 L M8 ’ . . . ) (.
n . . f‘ ‘f( .: Lo :
B - R . |
‘ -f:.' 1 . L N q: -
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D‘I:«_’?ZSL' 3, continued

vId% Suggestion: VP take all modules to get overview and furnish articulation.
iv

idual counselors take a few modules on which they become the resident
eXperts Some said 11 & 12 could be done in oneeday; others said they needed
three days. Suggestion: Do 8, 9, and 10 in two days--use third day to put
it all together in terms of local program. o

Too much jargon--especially 10 and 11.

References to earlier modules (which participant hasn't covered) is

. confusing and frustrating.

Use whole package; Qisadvantage if you haven't covered earlier mpdules.

‘Workshops should be in summer; if in schoo] year, should be in November'
or April. ‘ . ..

Red th 1 h | ! | /

educe theoretical emp as1s--get down to how it rea]]x app11es in a/

real-Tife school. 2

y
Modules 6 and 7 use foreign 1anguage-—you need too much t1me determining
mégn1ng of terms. . : .

Address each module with a quick gestalt, then identify some practical
concerns and address them by following the proctess through step by step.
The activities (some) are unreal--lack relevance.

Modules would have to be rewritten to be self- 1nstruct1ona1 Suggestions:
Cover two modules in one day--second day, apply it, train VP's.to go back
and work with their staff on a continuing basis, instead of training Indians
who will forget mugh of it before they get to implementation. :

Use.overheads for definitions, etc. at beginhing of module and for a
checklist at end of module (or chapter) to review what was covered. Should
train administrators and teachers. -

Best to have a team from a schoo], iﬁc]uding teachers and administrators.

(Facilitators:)

Personable, but some didn't know the mater1a1s well enough-—cou1dn t
answer questions--lacked expertise.

Some facilitators didn't really help with content, though they were
good group leaders. 1

Need the same facilitator for a full phase, 1est time br1ng1ng second
facilitator up to where they were. :

-

Need to give more and better examples.
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very detailed process. ~ v . L.

Digest 3, continued

\
|
|

Dr. Gysbers' Class

The nuts-and-bolts approach is good. Things are broken dhwn into steps
and activities. This is good “ o

Both the content and process of the modu]es 1s useful; ti y have _a
pract1ca1 outlook. e e .

[ '
It's a Tittle hard to maintain Interest throughout They ?re kindwoﬁg?
huge thing. But it' s a useful process. \

There are things anyone can take and use. The needs assessment approach
tn Module 3 is an example. B | i

Some of the activities are'notfrea] practical. . ,%

: . \
The modules did provide a practical sense of what a gu1dance1program is.

They g1ve a good overV1ew of some of the changes that need to happen in
gu1dance - \

I'm not Sure the modﬂ]es will produce change agents They will produce
people sympathetic to the process, but not necessar1]y leaders of ﬂt (Others
in the c]ass disagreed with th1s ) i : ' ”

,.Y. ?

- 5

It is not 1mpOSSQL?e to carry out such a process.
I like the accountability idea, measuring accomplishments in cﬂ:crete

ways. This would be effective in talking to administraters.

I'm impressed by the amount of work requ{red for any change. It‘s a

|

The modules make you look at hings realistically. ‘ \
\

~
There is too much emphasis iR career counse]1ng at the expense of} persona]
counseling and - se]f development in the modules.” - _ \

I need a summary--a condensation--to tie all the bits together better.
One book with 12 chapters. (Others expressed a liking for the module fprmat )

We'd like the mater1a]s to be made more genera]]y ava1]ab]e \

The terms are tough Even among various groups in guidance they va&y

I need a- more spec1f1c time line for how this whole process would work. '
\ i
Need more of feel for inservice settings when done in college class.| '/
Questions on postassessments not Creat1ve--3ust regurgitations of what's In

module; no combine/contrast. .- \

62 - | \
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Influencing Fg.ctoz’s
¢)¥ . The ideal field test would be one in which the only significant un-

controlled variable was the one under study. In this case that would be the

impact of the mgdules and workshops on the participants and their. programs.
?Zure tests are hard to.come by. This-was a particular

I
’

.. Unfortunately,
" problem in this case.

The kinds déhyariab1es affecting the impact of the field tests were
many, but a few stand oal,  Four will be discussed here: s

o The Coordinators of the -nodules *
- @ The facilities in which the workshops were held

e The schedu]ihg of the workshops

¢ Factors in the settings affecting participants* attitudes
It seemed clear from the start that the qualpity of workshop leadership -
-available to go along with the materials would b —crucial. We therefore
~decided to collect related information of two typds: Coordinators' Peelings
about the participants, and participants' feelings abdﬁt the Coordinators.
The first was done through a five-item rating scale which asked-the Coordinator
in each module to rate each participant in that module on devel of partici- '
pation, he]pfu]hess,gnd practicality of comments made, level of interest, and
quality of products. The participants, in, turn,,as a part of the Participant
'ww;,,Reactzon Form they c0mp]eted for each modu]e were asked to rate their
Coordinator on seven items, ;nc]ud1ng ability to present information, sum-
mar1ze points, lead discussions, and g1ve corrective feedback, and in terms
of genéra] knowledge of the module topic, preparation, and organ1zat1on
Tables 7 and 8 summar1ze the information collected on these topics from the
inservice tryouts, it seeLeg 1nappr0pr1ate to collect such data in the pre-
service, tryout '

There seem to be no dramatic conclusions to be drawn from these tables.
Coordinators were generally rated quite highly in both settings. Feeiings
about Coordinators generally paralleled those about the modules, suggesting
‘a strong link between the two, and the importance of the Coerdinator ‘s role.

. Phase 1 rat1ng of Coordinators was higher in %Xo§smont than 1n Mesa Verde;
.; Phase 3 was lower. The comments made about Coordinators (included in

Digests 1-3) seem to provide more insights into this variable than do
.the ratings. ' '

51




Ahpy ]
‘ ';‘,!y ¥

. How would you assess

this person's partd-,
cipation? (Four- . . ‘ ‘
point rating scale:

top-4; bo&ing;l;)’, o | |

86 | 2.60/2.60 1225 (2,69 2.86 | 2.43 | 2.86| 2.30| 2.67 | 2.33| 2.80 [2.73 | 2.67 (2221 2.80 13,33 2.50 | 2.89.
| |

'3J86 AULA G 3 38113, | 3711 3,500 4.00 3.7 [4.00 |3.73 {317 [2.10(4.00 [2.6713.40 | 3.39

~a

2. How would yau assess
the helpfulness of
* this person's < : : b
comments to the | l / | | |
group?  (Three-point | P 3 | :
rating scale: top-3; | -. ' :
bottom-7. ) ‘

?

. | R

3. How would you assess 3.0 2.60,2.85 | 2.67 [2.83| 2.71 19,57 |2.57 [-2.70 [ 2,67 2,45 2,80 |2.91 |2.67 12.0112.80 | 2.67 | 2.80 | 2.89
the practicality of . | ‘ |
this person's, ' |+ . ‘ | o [ ‘
coments? {Three- - . : . |
point rating scale: . }
top-3;bottom-1.) , : ~ !

b

29

4, How would you assess 2.4312.20(2.57 12,00 {2,501 2,57 {2.43 | 2.43 5.22 2.50 12,25 2,00 2.5 | 1.67 11,80 | 2.80 {2.44 | 2.0 | 2.36
the interest this ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘
person showed? (Three- -
point rating scale:
top-3; botton-1.)

5. How would youqassess'3t93 3001271250 {277 4,00 3,17 13.29 [ 3,00 {3.67 |3.45 | 2.40 [3.00 {3.40 (2,40 | 4,00 13.2213.40 | 3.18
the quality of this . |
person's products 1n ,
this module? (Four- . :
point rating scale:
top-4; botton-1.)
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L The Ccordinator's abflity
to present information,

¢, The Coordinator's ability|3.00 :

to sumarize points in
. the discussion andfor
0 readings

. The Coordinator's abmty
to lead the discussions,

4, The C00rdinator § ability
to give corrective feed-
back on the skill build-
ng activities, .

. The Coordinator's
“qeneral knowledge of
the topics in this

module,

b, The Coordinator's
preparation,

1. The Coordinator's
qeneral organization,
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The second influencing factor that seems worthy of comment is the
facildties in which the workshops were conducted. At Mesa Verde; these were
classrooms and a lecture hall in the high school. .At Grossmont, they were
a large meeting hall in a Methodist Church, located fairly centrally in the )
district. No comments were made by participants at Mesa Verde .regarding the
faci]ities--aoparently this was not an influencing factor. While it did not

. seem a maJor factor at Grossmont, a few comments were received of a negat1ve
i nature. Chief among these was the fact that modules had to be conducted
s1ngj§g5§pusly~at two ends of the hall, and that noise from one was d1stract-‘
“f"ing‘foeﬁé;ticipants in the other. ‘ o

'KAAf' Schedu]1ng was a far more 1mportant factor tn- both settings. In

‘Mesa Verde the afternoon-evening sessions proved a serious problem. Parti-
cipants repedted]y complained of fat1gue and simple physical exhaustion at
being asked to work through a module from 3 to 10 pm after putting in a
fult day at sghool. While this problem was avoided at Grossmont, where re-
lease time was-made avéi]ab]e.and sessions generally ran frem 9 am to 4 pm,
the time of the semester was ufteo mentfoned as a problem. Counselors were
still working ‘on changing schedules for students, and also still getting
things organized for the fall semester (the workshops ran from September 29
to October 9), and resented taking t1me away from these tdsks. At both
settings, the length of time requested of participants was viewed as some-
thing of a burden by many. They simply were not used to taking more than
one day at a time away from their usual tasks, and felt uncomfortable spend-—

~ing the time required.

finally, the "attitudes participants brought. to the workshops, based
either on local factors or on interaction between local factors and the
workshops, werefan influence. We hoped to have the workshops be a voluntary
ventufe for ady given participant. Leaders in both districts were anxious
to have as many of their staff as possible go through the training. In one
instance‘some of'theﬁparticipants were actually “drafted," and in the other
pa%ticipahts felt a degree of pressure from the central administration.office
to attend, and while they were not requ1red to come te all wor@shops,yj\e
required to attend at 1ea$y;an or1entat1on " Related to this, in ne1ther 1
setting were participants Q1ven a very good understanding of ei%gt]y whatt .
the workshops were all about pr1or to their first actual part1c1§at1on,,nor
~were their needs assessed to determine that‘th1s staff development was what
54

;‘?' : }\ J \ i,.(y_ ";2 .(32394

»




they wanted. Added to this was the fact that part1c1pants genera]]y had
busy, hard-pressed schedu]es to meet, and needed thorough mdotivation to take
“time away from their'regu1ar tasks. Or, 1ook1ng at this from a d1fferent fL-
viewpoint, they were used to operat1ng in a "crisis" mode which made them
reluctant to step back from the1r usua] duties for any reason. (This common
cr1s1s orientation to guidance is one of the very themes of the modules. )

What this resulted in was a lower level of motivatign and commitment (1n

some oases) than would have been des1rab1e ' ‘. 4‘

Finally, the Grossmont. district had recently .developed a Master Plan
for 1mprovement of gu1dance sgrw;ces 1n the district, and some of the person- "
nel in. the 1nd1v1duaﬂ schools had’ negat1ve feelings toward this. They did
not understand it well, and resented what they saw as an encroachment on’
their autonomy by a central administrative author1ty The workshops developed
skills thought.to"be re1ated to the implementation of the Master Plan, ani were
accompanied and organized by this tentra] authority, and there-was a transrer
-of feeling from these sources to the workshops ' -

These facto all contributed in various ways and to various degrees to
the attitude‘part1c1pants brought with them to the workshops. There is no
intent here to blame or excuse-=in fact, problems such as poor‘orientation'
and lack of needs assessment are in part a reflection on the project‘and the
amount of preliminary contact_with'participants it insisted upon. ‘Rather, |
these factors reflect the fact that we were work1ng ‘in the real world, o

“where ' 'pure" tests are hard to come by And while these factors did p]ay
a ro1e, they do not make it 1mposs1b1e to d¥aw conc]us
materials field tested or central quest1ons the proaectf,

To summarize, there were four types of 1nf1uenc1ng factors ‘that played

a role in the workshops
Y
. The Coordinators of the modules

o The fac111t1éﬁ§2n which the workshops were hejd:

- e The scheduling of the.wor shops

e Factors in the éettings affecting particip nts' attitudes

-



~ CONCLUSIONS 'AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Draw1ng simple conc]us1ons from complex information is a difficult and
risky process -As one wag put 1t, "Every generalization is a theft from the
“truth.". That is what will be attempted here with the knowledge that such
conclus1gns would require endless qua11f1cat1ons to be truly fair. We are -
aware of this shortcoming, and we ask the reader to be aware of it-also.

Three genera] types of conclusions seem poss1b1e
- An'answer to the research hypothesis set out or1g1na11y r
"The audience for which the ' prototype" is most suited e
¢ Improvements .that could be made 1n the "prototype“ and its delivery .

]

The research hypothes1s, stated in the 1ntroduct1on, and boiled down to its
essent1a1s, is that gu1dance personne] who have experienced a staff development
prototype séeries of act1v1t1es will demonstrate significantly more program \

' development competenc1es and more positive att1tudes toward such program devel-
' opment than they had before this experience. Th@#e are thus two.parts to this
hypothes1s--the competenC1es and the att1tudes Let s look at these separaie]y.

At least as far as *the SLbJect1ve react1ons recorded in this study are
concerned, participants d1d improve the1r program deve1opment competenc1es
On their rating of themseTVes they 1mproved an avefrage of .47 points on a five-
point scale at Grossmont, and an average of 1. 18 -points in Dr. Gysbers' class.
Coordinators rated inservice participants as having achieved the majority of
,,moduLé obJect1ves Most participants felt that at least 50% of the modules
helped: them to acquire and practice skills usefu] to them, that those skills
would be useful for guidance peop]e in genera], and that they were now well
prepared to use those skills and related spec1f1c methods in the1r own school
b sett1ngs In short, to the degree the measurement is accurate, it can be con-
i cluded that most of the __part1c1pants felt they,_;improved}* g the1r program »
deve]opment competenc1es and. coord1nators substant1atad’& ¥ 3f0p1n1qns %*How
"s1gn1f1cant" these 1mprovements were is a matter of dé;1n1t1on ‘of the term

"s1gn1f1éant " But it is our recommendat1on that the. prégptype deve1oped and
tried out .on this project be continued and bu11t on to. 1mprove the competenc1es
| of guidance personnel in the future. :More 0bJECt1V8 dapé on 1mmed1ate and g_
fo]]ow up skill acquisition should be co]]ected in subsequent field tests OF g

"these modules. _:5' : . }\;. o7 s '
!’1ons about pos1t1ve change

The data are much less c1ear in the1r sugg—ﬂ




.

feelings about the deve]opment of'useablevshi]]s Desire to improve prOQrams
was increased somewhat in Grossmont part1c1pants, but not dramat1ca]]y This.
var1ab]e was not measured in Dr.,Gysbers' class because the participants
lacked a persona] setting in which théy- worked Anticipated effects and
general cr1t1c1sms and suggest1ons ref]ect a mixture of positive and negative
feeling. The follow-up 1nterv1ew at Grossmont showed 56% of the respondents
felt the workshop could have been more effect1ve, and a mixture of pos1t1ve -
” and negat1ve unant1c1pated resu]ts and general comments and suggest1ons“ The
maJor1ty of comments rece1ved in the debriefing sessions were negat1ve and
in the inservice settings, some were outright hostile. The: preservice ende
of-quarter class discussion showed fairly positive feelings, with a sprinkling
of negatipe ones.” To. sunmarize, many positive and negative feelings were
evoked, and it seems impossible to c]early conc]ude the "significantly more
positive attitudes toward program deve]opment“ were demonstrated. The resu]ts '
" were very mixed on this count. . It is our recommendation that in any .future
applications of'this prototype the” factors contributing*tg the -negative
reactions be carefully controlled, and increased effort be app11ed to this

aspect of the tryouts.

Some usefu] ctues about the aud1ence for which the prototype is best
' suited seem apparent. Competencies developed by preservice pg¢t1c1pants
clearly outstripped those of inservice part1c1pants, at least by their own
-‘estimate. Preservice participants were less fam1?1ar w1th the information
in the modu]es beforehand ard had had fewer prev1ous ]earn1ng experiences
related to the top1cs, this seemed to make the experience more worthwh1]e
for them. They tested higher in the post know]edge exam. They prov1ded
; genera]]y fuller and more, p055t1ve comments on the Participant Reactzon
7 Form, and seemed much more p0sut1ve 1n the1r debr1ef1ng at the end of the
experience. The1r lack of a program of the1r own may have represented a
d1sadvantage, as it may mean these part1c1pants lacked perspect1ve to judge
* their ab1-1ty to achieve the program deve]opment called for in the_modu]es.
Nevertheless, this seems to be outweighed by other factors. The prototype
seems better suited to a preservice than an inservice audience. We recommend ' -

that possibi]ities in this direction be actively pursuefi. ’

Improvements could be effected in both the materials and de11very of
the prototype. Chief examples in the former category are:
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) 0r1ent1ng the content toward a more soph1st1cated audience for
inservice applications.

® Strengthening the practical orientation for inservice app]ications
® Shortening and simplifying textual sections

e Simplifying the vocabu]ary ' .
°

°

@
P

Upgrading the ‘quality of particular phases, 1 €.y Phases 3§and 4
Improv1ng the evaluation instruments ‘ j?nr L

Chief 1mprovements possible in the delivery of the protctype are:
) Improved orientation, combined with an adequate needs assessment
® Improved training of the Coordinators
e Improved facilities and scheduling for the workshops

~ o Designating some of the workshop tasks as homework tasks and allow-
ing more individualization

‘Larefu] selection of settings to avoid before the-fact n°gat1ve
“attitudes

e Administering the prototypé to only a genuinely voluntary inservice
audience

We recommend that all these improvements in both categories be  effected in
any future application’of the prototype. Co

-«
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o«
( ‘? =Reacf1ohs ta Items 5—9 dh the P\kgiéibant Reaction Form

‘ »

e Y
Did you feeZ tkat $he moduigéheﬂped you acquzre and practzce skills so

that you are now weZZ prepaﬁ é‘to use them in your work?
Mesa Verde - Groséﬁght ,;”5 ' > Dr. Gysbers' Class
| 127 Yes 24 No " 142 Yes 48 Mo

If yes,. give at least one,examéle..

Some typical responses: |

*
Module 3 .

.,/»

o

A .
A S
: : A

Grossmont . ) PR /

In some areas--random samp]1ng

Use of sampling: techn1que(s) in~assessment of job performance )

Now I have material I can use to better myself as a person and especially
help my students. .

It helped deve]op sk1lls in selecting the popu]at1on and we1ght1ng the
responses by arriving at- prearranged decision-rules.

Defining the population in an educational setting. C

Sampling techn1ques ’

Dr. Gysbers' C]ass

Excellent'on def1n1ng goa]s
Sampling methods, and putting the process together

Quest1onna1res &
Helpful suggestions’ on how to word questions used in surveys for needs

assessments.

wn’ He]ped me practice statistical procedures. Glossaries in each module are
~“good; it's good to know just what a writer means.

How to begin to start an effect1ve guidance program.

How to translate data.
The format for assessing desired-outcomes is consistent and explicit.

. However, time-consuming for inservice guidance staff.

‘Random sampling.
Translating data into desired outcomes.

J

v

*Note: Mesa Verde did not particlpate in Modules 3 and 12.
¥ | '
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Digest 1, continued
k Item &

Module 4

Mesa Verde . ' . o - SRR L

Helped place effect1ve goals in proper perspect1v§

The use Bf sampling techniques in order to gaJn an overv1ew of ]arge o
amounts of input.
Grossmont "? -

Construct1on of “outcome" oriénted test 1tems

Measuring allocation 6f resources. Ana]yz1ng 1nventory 1nstruments--1tem
.selection.

Any help towards improving the guidance department will he]p the student.

I feel examples were too much a]1ke and op1n1on p]ayed too large a role.
Too much gray.

Counselor Tog 1dea

[

o

Dr. Gysbers$ C]ass ‘ C

Helped to get a c]earer picture of what 1s spec1f1ca]1y 1nv01ved 1n even
a casual current status assessment. , - :
_ Questionnaires and.checklists. b ‘
~-iBeveloping new termunology and techh1quEs 1n €§SEssing the preSent status
of a program. ! - .
-Datly -Counseling Ldg. B TR B el
Logs to determine -resources and assess1ng student need by use- of check]1st

- and iquestionnaires .seemed: helpfut. el L 3
Time/task/cost analyses ‘using ana1y21ng counse]oﬁ ]ogs R
The forms in the section can be modified ‘ahd revised to fit needs of other
_PVQ9~aT;, for student needs or teacher needs for personal’ evdluation. Q%b
J _

) 3

e

. T .
Mesa Vergg ;;

Pr1or1t1z1ng, c]ass1fy1ng, p=v’ §
A method for prioritizing goals.
-Grossmont
Revising own quest1onna1re and samp]e survey. '
Writing of goal statements--categor1z1ng them--sett1ng pr1or1t1es
Se]ect1ng a model 'in which to c]ass1fy .goals. Wording goals and objectives
to be’outcome explicit. '
Writing goals with student outcomes.
Identifying needs. :
Can now work with/revise the Master Plan. . '
I think I finally understand goals and objectives. .
It helped me learn how to c]ass1fy goa1s and estab]1sh priorities of
"~ counselor duties.
' Comparing current status with desired goa]s

.o o A-2
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' ‘ Digest 1, continued
'7. ‘ . Item &

Dr. Gysbers' Class

The techniques used to evaluate planning activities.
Keeping goals practical and feasible.
Goal setting priorities.
Considering information for identifying needs (like desired outcomes
and current status and their'discrepanciesg. ,
Classifying goals. P
Identifying the kinds of information needed for program goals. '
pecking what you think are "good" goals against a pre-ordained classi-
fication system, Just, to keep yourself on the track. ,
- Drafting Goals activity appears to be designed on a practical plane.
. Desired outcomes assessment and current status assessments.
- Step-by-step explanation of what should be included in a program goal.

Module 6 - - | - '
. Mesa Verde L
€>a verde e
‘s . ’ S & #
Clarification of thought. .l .

Develop curriculum for career classes. ™=@ -

I Tearned a new hierarchy for ranking levels of learning.
Did not learn extra or new knowledge. , : -
Set up objectives for writing skills--using ABCD.

Grossmont

Writing performance gbjectives for a Career Guidance Program.
‘ The breakdown of how ;to yrité an objective helped. Understanding what
performance objectives consisted of helped in the idea of a test. :
I now know the four components of an objective, When I am directed by
edict to write objectives for my work, mine will pass the criteria for good

objectives. . : N
Thinking in terms of student behaviors ra;&ér than procesges? ,
I'11 need puch more practice--the module t will be a great reference
book. I am abfe to discern good objectives from poor. ° A
The specific components of writing outcomes and objectives have giveh me
~the knowledge to feel confident that I can correctly write applicable programs.
I am in the process of- redistributing counseling dutMys. be tween five
counselors. We will do this in the organized ways out]ined“jden;if‘ying "
needs” and meeting.objectives". F-— '

Dr. Gysbers' C]éss

» Like the emphasis on students--just a general 1ike.
Areas of student development: Educational, ‘vocational; social.
The discussion of factors *involved in .objective writing.
There are not enough opportunities to write and evaluate good objectives.
This takes a lot of practice. ' ‘

A-3




llgest 1, continued .
Ttem &

v’/ Distinguishing goals from outcomes from objectives.
To. write student outcomes. o
Module provides some good points that are helpful to follow, especially
the ABCD. : - , i o
Determining student outcomes, stating oRjectives for student performance
in my program.’ ' . . %
Activities quite facilitative in helping acquire skills necessary in
" writing student performance objectives {though I must say, these voc. ed.
people are difficult to deal with. Good experience, I suppose!). ¢
Reworking objectives.  Wouldn't agree with all the "Action Verbs." I
prefer verbs that are more measurable than "recognize," etc.’ * .
The imnemonic device devised by Paulson and Nelson (ABCD) wa® very helpful,

in writing a good objective. . ,
Being better abTe to sequence the objective. d
Module 7

Mesa Verde

Terminology and organization of thought. !
I will be able to select a teaching strategy from a 1ist of strategies

in an organized manner. . ) .
Acquire - a little moMe than I Knew before; practice - yes; was already
using it in class. : '

- Grossmont

" Be cognizant/of alternative strategies. .

This will eficourage me to take another look at what I am doing and why.
Eliminate€ wheel spfnning. Lets me get to the point faster. [ believe

my’wqﬁk. #th stude may be more practical if I can help them establish
: % -stratégies are available to them and under what circumstances
make final decisions. Puts a tool-in their hands.
1-be* able to develop program.strategies for our school.
strategies we wrote for one objective using the four levels will &
for other“objectives. : ;
I will look closer at criteria for my decisions.

Dr.‘Glsbefs " Class

“ Using the group process in reference to staff members to help select
program strategies was very informative. ,
teel that I am more aware _of the possible—strategies———-
This module gives me practice in rationally selecting alternatives. This
.can be more systematic and thus more efficient.
Good reference material. '
Implementing objectives. : .
Looking at the alternative program strategies, I believe, aives one
total picture. ‘ -
The criteria for the choice of a strategy is well defined and very easy

to apply. _ '

»

A-4 -
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Digest 1, continued
Item &

#Mriting criteria for considering aTtérnate strateg1es for gu1dance
objectives. :
Being able to generate many strateg1es as opposed to only a couple.
It helped me.develop a Tist of poss1b1e strategies that I can use as
a check list when I am teaching.
Recogn1t1on of the use of a decision rule is great help if you are
interested in making consistent decisions.
[] . L

MOdu]é‘S :

Mesé Verde : ' }"a‘% | &

Probabﬁy more confident in what I'm doing.
-~ Time/task/talent chart.
Stated what I already knew in different words.

Grossmont ’ : .
] . . ‘@‘
Pert charting. ¢
See application activity objectives, worksheet and "pert" chart on
field trip. <

No it didn't help a lot. Yes I feel well prepared.

Assist in organizing co]]ege advisement program and graduat1on

I need more practice in order to be effective. - -
Time/task/talent charts.

Def1n1ng scope of problem;.itemizing steps in process .to accomp11sh a task.

]

Dr. Gysbers' Class : .

Th&act1v1t1es in general he]ped to puH it together.

It helped me to become familiar with detdils I have not yet experienced
in a sthool setting.

I 1ike the structure anfxamp]es of the Process Objective Worksheets.

How. to implement strate es--time/task/talent chart. .

It helped me practice skills I had acquired previously (PERT). The
activities are excellent. .

Task delineation. : -

The specificity concern1ng task developments was helpful. )

The Process Objectives Worksheet was a big help because you were helped
with the organization of the essent1a1 parts of the objectives in a sort of

" fill-in-the-blank procedure.
Gave very specific and good examp]es of “Tasks, Conditions & Criteria.

Writing process _objectives.. e — i

Module 9

Mesa Verde f

[ feel the actual application is somethhng I want to do.
"Doing" gives me a-practice thus more feeling for what I'm doing.

Clarified staff use.
i oy s A-5 -
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Digest 1, continued

Item &
Grossmont e,
T I'm better ab]e to synthe51ze my th1nk13§ as to staff responsibilities.
I'm not welY prepared, but now I could WFite staff development objectives.

In providing a written model on which to project the activity and sk111s
Relate staff skill to behaviors. :

Dr. Gyabers' Class ¢

Acquiring a better understanding of all the tasks related to carry1ng out
a particular strategy. .
This module seems to be more relevant to the work of the Gu1dance
™ Director than to the individual staff members.
- Finding staff development objectives.

I 'feel the module dealt well with the handling of staff ‘in the transact1ng
of .information, developing objectives, information sources and resources of
staff development. Strategies helped a lot.

Developing staff performance objectives. '

The emphasis again on the four factors (target audience, behaviors,
‘conditions, criteria) is made very clear and becomes quite Jseful

Giving 14sts of places to obtain information from.

~

Module 10

Mesa Verde

Already familiar with concepts.
Defining ongoing evaluation methods. . -
Development of better assessment techniques.

Strategies to apply to pilot testing.

rs
g

Grossmont

This will all depend on who (administration) will be doing these activities.
New Tight on importance of how you select your sample for a pilot ‘test.
When and when not to pilot test.

- Dr. Gz;bersﬂ"C1ass

Dividing up objective so you make sure you get all parts.

The glossary has provided new phrases, «definitions.

Good reasons for-why to have test pilot.

When to pilot test.

- Nane were considerably.useful.,-in.my.opinien-Seemed-to- be—a—rehash oﬁ-WM"~'
previous skills.

I think module gave me some background on pilot test1ng the program and
monitoring the data so that revisions can be made early in. the program format.
Good idea to include information of the costs of an activity. -

[ don't feel this module gave me the competencies which the previous

-

quu]es did.
The "internal logie" questions are‘va1uab1e in asse551ng any activity.
Estlmatlng costs.

. A6
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LR ' | ' Digest. 1, continued -
u:\ N Item 5
> .

Module 11

Mesa Verqg

Cost effect1veness ratic. '
I will now better be able to evaluate some of my course objectives.

Grossmont : § ' .

Presentation of data to public.

In a department survey to be given next spr1ng

Computation of cost effectiveness.

Selecting .a testing instrument. '
| : »

Dr. Gysbers* Class . - =~ . ‘

Selecting and deve]bp1ng instruments.
Very useful in pointing outthe d1fferent sources to retr1eve 1nforma— .

? tion on instruments. . ‘

The cost- effect1venessfrat1o js a very important concept -

Evaluation desi
The practicali es of choosing a random sample. ) S .

Module 12
I.ﬁ\

-

TR

Grossmont

L I learned the d1fference between summative and formative- eva]uat1ons .
DAT testing program report now in the program. e R
I believe I could conduct a summative eva]uat1on
Report writing. . RS

With Master Plan.
The most useful modu]e because 1t taught us to report our dec1s1ons

Dr. Gysbers Class-

The']og1ca1 way this chapter was laid out 1mpressed me w1th its usab111ty
It went through the important aspects and put them in a form that can be
used for later reference.

I was already prepared in this area

Giving a presentation before a group.
Deve]op1ng communication strategies (content, format, and soph1st1cat1on)

T Was outTined well and explained extensively.
' I believe.that I can present a more appropriate presentation because of

the "Varying Commun1cat1ons:Strateg1es _section.
" No one ever memtions communications. Glad some one did-

) 80,
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. Digest 1, continued
Item 6

6. Could you use specific methods from this module to improve guidance,
counseling, placement, and/or follow-through programs in your school setting?

-

Mesa Verde - Grossmont Dr. Gysbers' Class
\x * B Bl . .
‘ 139 Yes 10 No 168 Yes - 22 No
If-yes, give at least .one exampm
Module 3.

Grossmont

,Working towards desired program outcomes. -
~ Questionnaire development for needs assessment. -
Find out what students wants or needs are.
-ATumni- survey. : .
By developing a supportive and involved advisory board to help in -
desired outcomes assessment. Also use sampling techniques to get at outcomes.:
I Mave method -written down and I can refer to' these-to improve the .o
guidance program at my schoal. . L - .
We plan to administer a questionnaire .to all freshmen §n October to gain
some insights before we meet them in one-to-one meetings.
To implement the "Master Plan." - . -,
Would need to be implemented by administrative personnel.

-

. Dr.. Gysbers' Class

V4 - .
Defining goals. : : , - :
+*~ Most of the methods for condycting and assessing desired outcomes are
# quite feasible in my opinion. . , ' .
' - The whole step-by-step’procedure was very helpful.
Conducting;a sampling survey. o L
- Defining the population. T ST N
The card ‘sort. seems to be very useful in determining .heeds -of stydents, .
Jhe lists of needs helped to’ focus on actua) desired behaviars. ’

The sampling:methods.. - , X !- S

Gathering.and. analysis . .0f data..gora et o i :
The card ‘sort would be-a very u¥&ful method. especially. on the
college .or university level. T o«
. .Setting up an advisory committee; selecting and samp]iﬁqka sapple; *
“Selecting and developing an instrument. - . o
Lottery method: S '
Setting up an ongoing .advisory council." B T ‘ :
Evaluating.your program, setting pridrities, eliminating poor methods and
techniques and improving your program overall. .= = -° 0T T 0
i N 0T A-8 : T . T L - ‘

.




o , _ ‘ k Digest 1, ?ontinued
l’ . ; - . . Item 6

) : . . -
. : o ' ° ¢

' Modu]e 4

Mesa Verde #'

A method to assess needs and develop a S;Ogram to reach desired goals.
The method for assessing available resources. .
Types of tests toygive--rg]ating them to what you want to learn.

Grossmont
Adapt counselor log to data processing form to use a tool or-instrument
in time, task, and follow-up. C
Counselor log.  * S .
Mg@suq%ng current status of students. ‘. - '
Awareness of desired outcomes and its relatioiiship to present (student)
. status. . . . '
It gives me ideas of how to determine where we are and where we want to
go and be. . : :
. .Dr. Gysbers' Class
Career Maturity Inventory. I would like to know more.about this instrument.
Time/task/cost-analysis. ) o - C
The keeping of a daily log.. & o
Developing assessment. instruments. T - . .
Daily counseling log and Missouri student needs assessment.
Getting information. ' : i
Logs, questionnaires, checklists.
Student. assessment instruments. . R
‘How to summarize and analyze current resources. How to.devise outcome.
oriented and objective statements for assessing current assessment.
By using the counselor table one.has some analysés to show administrators, -
agd others, how they spend. their time. o oo . s
% It showed me the necessity-of carefully designing questionnaires using an
outcome oriented approach rather than a process oriented approach.
Module 5 . . : _ v . ' ’ IR -

Mesa Verde

Getting my priorities in order.
A method for classifying goals.
Grossmont -;m£ 2
Determining what percent of time will be spent in what activities.,
- In setting goals and priorities. - o
Setting up goals and objectives that could better substantiate our "reason

" for being." . 82 .

A9 B




R _ Item 6
oy 'y \\ ’ ) ) .
-Especially ,in sett]ng up new programs A C <
Hopefully,.,in implementing Master Plan. * -
Really- opened up th1nk1ng more than anythifig.  “. B
To set priorities via the Master Plan. : Froew
A tool, to rank and prioritize counse]or duties; i, e , current status VS.
" desired outcomes o . . /o
DF. Gysbers' Class . : S S .
. o o ' ' L A ’ P ,h‘
ABCD is really good. .7
Classifying goals. - L
.- Working with priorities accord1ng to assessments zﬁ A
. ! be]1eVe that the part dh sett1ng pr10r1t1e§%}s,4mportant on any job '

program "l Ny &
C]ass1fy1ng goa]s accord1n to some scheme, ZAc <
Classification System (AIR?, ‘checklist .for well written goals.

H

'Dg,k“'

.Digestfl, continued °

;u ~ <khe section dealing with goal deve1opment more sPecifica]]y‘in regard @i

to job possibilit¥es.and placement. . R
-Thi's modulé gave clear, step-by- step (more or less*) information, on ,
i establishing 9rogram goa1s I feTt that the examp]es were verytcledr>and
instructive: : T , " _ )

Tra1n1ng aides or, employed persons not familiar with it.
- Writing awareness,Paccommodat1on, and apt1on obJect1ves~for vaf1ous Jt

. - courses. S ¢ gt “

e Organizing work schedu]es and task ass1gnments ~ " .

, i :
P Grossmont . N I
- g a | e

. In deve]opment of neiv. goa]s and~obJect1ves
v . "Usingaction verbs ‘to identify outcomes rather than vague genera]1t1es
How'to -help other counselors and teachers to use goals and 0bJECt1VES

~—/ and the need for performance objectives (testing of results).

: MpduJe has assisted in bringing to focus the need to plan and estab]1sh
--objectiNes ‘which can be measured.

I have a better understanding of our d1str1ct ‘Master-Plan in gu1danCe

. To get freshmen to know d11 of their production rkquirements by the
_timethey have been-in class in the® first semester.

-

. LiL' » ¥
o ¥ e

A . R s

T e PR R e
Module 6 . eee " A g Tt
- . | AP SR
. . ! : I R ' . — o ‘5. .

Mesa Verde S Ao T S
In, wr1t1ng course uni'ts for teach1ng _— LT LK

» College-bound students now receive. an inordinate amount:qf attent1on frgm

ore.counselor. He is going to be forced to- identify’ his. students" needs,m

outcomes, and objectives. By 1dent1fy1ng the. aud1enCe, behavior, cond1t1qps
- and. degree he will alter his approach to serv1ce all of hJS students 1n an-
-,ongan1zed and effect7ve way' ‘u- - L . »

‘ 63:3 -“- ' t.;w

e . . o s C, . . . Lo 4 -, : .
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Digest 1, continued
ITtem 6

;e
" . N
. ._ P --~i§ o ‘ .

i v ’

Q, .

e

et “f7i;Dr. Gysbers' Class

. Having observable outcomes
kot being important. F .
AT zf" A¢tually specifying studg
L ‘%ﬁ Nothing is specific enou
s ‘Performance objectives ca
dec1s10£ making programs.
Categor121ng student obJect1ves through the. educat1ona1, vocational, and
’ &u'v @ains. -
;'egor1zat1on exercise ds to whether the outcomes;are "awareness,
gFion, or action-oriented"™ may be useful in determ1n1ng if future
Zgre spending their energies equally between the two.
Bsing. the ava11ab1e banks of obJect1ves. ) '
Stat1ng outcomes® _ : . .

- \( . . ’ W

'\some%g that is usually passed over:as
prmance objectives. ' .
e to ude. : )
eful in both vocational development and ‘in

)

.
-wf Comp111nd a 1arge ]1st of: 1dance strategicgmfrom which teachers -could
4 cﬁoose to meet:their teaching %mctwes ® w - :
S Planning -and implementation of strategies.
vl o 1t Plan guidance, ram 1dent1fy1ng mos t appropr1ate usé of strateg1es
2. "3 I. could use mem in inservice or in daily counsehng
1 _Grossmont o
A A vehicle to pr1ng about shar1ng of 1deas t0 form ' 'menus” of possibilities
- and .need for compromise 4 )
' -1 can force others to act1veL§ quest1on what they are doing.
Determ1n1ng strategies, for ‘the. Master Plan.:
-Group session with counseling staff to dﬁterm1ne strategies.-
‘ I seé the tool creating a great deal more.organization. Much of this. I
have been using. from my,t ining ‘in soc1a] wo#k 1 have‘ng‘bbeen able to
) _ label or. organize it, hdwever. ' ’ ‘ '
Try to get counselors to think of other strateg1es that might be used to
improve our department. Like, how.can. counselors, have: more time to thlnk
% about how we canm be better counse]ors K ‘f
gter usé of my time.. -7 o N,
department needs to bra1nst0nn JRerte must be a better way
Dr. Gysbers“ C]ass O B T : " o -
= o . %
, Becoming more . acute}y aware of the strateg1es wh1ch arp present]y be1ng. K
‘. used in career guidance:programs .
The "menu" of strategies is a.valuable reference ;
Surveying strategies. o .
"The breakdown in. the four steps foradec1s1on mak1ng S :
, d% T PR ﬁq ]f S 5 _ :
¥ o, : '-:~Q,- A L : A
R e g Ly
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Rigest 1, continued '
Item 6

""5

& . o ST " | |
' The whole idea. is he]pf&] bqt 1t cou]d all (the total course) be pre-
'sented in one module.
Gave steps .to use to 1ook dt the program strateg1es and help dec1de which
~ strategy would be the st,1n terms of time, €ost, and creativeness. :
Method of choice dood;"helps to narrow down the selection process. "
The ideas of ways .to. fe qh students for getting them career oriented.
I will probably use th1s information in implementing a guidance program

)/ in my future occupational. setting. Being able to select a specific strategy .
will prevent any aimless- ander1ng from activity to act1v1ty trying to find :
X - one that works. i T _ . _ N
'Moddﬁe 8 e v S
. B R - ¥ :
. Mesa Verde- L w “F‘. ’ ‘f‘f ' . T
N Not specifically 0r1ented to guidance--skilds app]y ‘to any program.

o Assigning respons1b1]1tyﬁﬂﬁt s génerally done on a much more simple level .
’ I can get staff members to adopt the process involved I think they
will begome more efficient in their work

i

' ﬂrossmont ' S s . S | '; .
?‘!_l:"';‘ : f,, : : # . L. . ) N 42.}‘
A These %ethods are practicdl needs to be met in ‘any gulignce project-- i

_ and are built in for the project to flv.
o .Assist in onrganizg college advi®ment program, and graduation.
) In identifying tasks relating to a strategy. - @f_= o
As gu1iﬁ]ynes for 1mp]ement1ng any specific strategy.

Dy sbers Class h : :
- .

>

On]y general 0rgan1z1ng abilities. :
The section on scheduling ‘process objectives was he]pfu]
" PERT and Time/task ftalent chart are very benef1c1a]
.~ Assigning appropr1ate staff to 0bJect1ve which they are most, sk1lled
“interested in doing’. . k
o Suggested methods of detemining the skill 1eve]g%£Q{ Wr1tﬁng procé
ws  objectives, of staff -members CBuld be used to 1mprov 11 educational prb- i

e
« grams, not just guidance.

»

Module 9 = B o .

4

‘Mesa Verde .

G1ves a total pict g?l]eads to deve]opment qﬁ programs in an organ1zed mﬁ .
‘manner. . . . e :
‘Many items’ were a]ready be1ng used. _ff N
The method could be used to improve.any pmg‘ih -1 don't und§.§tand the L
h > P
1Y

focus onjguwdance F rea11ze it w111 help it a$ is method wou] elp any X
program. . = . % , "
- ' . - . e A_]z, ) . o . . R .
ce . w0 : -
o o e LB s




L‘*ﬁg : | Ty '_;4M  Dtgest 1, contznued f
. . y - ‘ i Item 6.
. {;.J . . ?’( ) ) R o
s . Grossmont : *

Interesgq gu1de11nes on methods of "delivery". for strategjes.
@Ne will iMblement Grossmont Master Plan.

= Developing some inservice training programs.

Use of st#gf to broaden counseling outreach.#:(

Dr. ‘Gysbers' Class N " :

I Tike the structure of the worksheets, eSpec1a1]y the one dea11ng w1th
“Delivery Methods." . _
' Staff implementation and appropr1ate use. C T
/ . The format for @iting objectives is.very useful. <" .-
Delivery method&r‘ staff development. S
‘Staff development®checklist. . :

Module 10

Mesa Verde | ‘ co
'Measurement techhiqueé.
Methods of monitoring. P

* No, I could not: v

& Grossmont {

.
AT 0 :
E %
“ . wa
N L7 N

W11 develop cost analysis.® N
% Improve career center.. ( >
N Monitor ongoing programs. Pilot test ey program
Planning the general stragegy for piﬁ%ﬁwtest1ng
A program for a Work Exper1ence Program

o . Dr. Gysbers C]ass v iE' . '*

‘«7& ) ) ‘I. . 3

Preparing for a pilot t’ést Q,s q* 1nfor'mat1"_. .
Check]ist , ‘

" evelop g reﬁat1ve1y accyrate’ est1mate of the COSt of
gu ,ane a,ct V1ty # :

Module 11 L, B
?ﬂ. / - ?; w." :’ ‘ | o . . ,\ o

| Mesa Verdg L.

/- \ ]

“The concept of quasi exper1menta1”
Cost ana]ys1s, dec1s1on maﬁ‘ng

| 86'




e g .
L. S - . _ e Qiges I, contznued ‘
R v L N ’ B A S Item 6 ,

. ’ y 3 : ' “ - . o 8 . ,“ ::L ‘ ) , l// e . , . “ﬂ 1‘. .
'“ﬁiﬁ‘" ‘ e L T T 'f_JTff ' N
Grossmont ) '-_‘,:" ' Cen . - "' "-",' '7 -, . .
- s b BT
Spec1f1c tybes of 1nstruments thtﬁcan-be ‘ eé for: eVa}uaf10n %

:To work with other PPS personnel. onvthe MR 7P]an'“-‘ L N
i : Evatuation of the department survey: "';<wﬁw R -
Cost/effect1veness figuring. 3 ”" ‘ e
_ Motivates’ 1nvest1gat19n of current prqgram rat1qpa]e w1th regard to
effectiveness.
Discarding ineffective techniques. after measurement
Eva]uate our role as attendance clerks. P o

# Dr. Gysbers C]ass ‘ | | , _ DR

Re]at1ng program, costs to prggram effects. -jiv
g)sect1on devoted to signiffcances was very informative in explaining- the
need t

examine the educational along with the statistical s1gn1f1cance e
Selecting summary and:analysis method.. ., - N
: The. concept of accountabilityy Brings out™*such points as the success of
the program, changes that are necessar;, and whether 1t shou]d be cont1nued

= Evaluation.

4 Measur1ng behavioral changes i students.

Modu]e12?% ,ﬂ .

& " % . 1‘. 5. 'QT '
' urossmant L e e . -
RN - N #
Evaluate the work of counselors at, the' g daﬁhe wiridow each,aJm "
‘Evaluate total prpgram to formulate rationale For its ex1§}ence i A L
Report results to decision makers before: "the wolf is &t thé# oﬁ:“ * i
Programs must be evaluated in order to be Just1f1éﬁ o "':"if% ,

) . Development of Master Plan. : * B A
r-e?: : Reports to- pr1nc1pa1 regard1ng recommend1ng changes 1n gu1dance progﬁgﬁ _ '
P ' . . o *0

Dr 8 sbers Class - - 8> M

e
§'?7‘7F f ‘Sect1on on communicating is ialyab1e when you-are’in a school setting dea11ng
s, ZWith tegchers and pargnts. Sec;1on ow audience characteristics is .an of ten
#ifgrgo%t!h part of reports. Glad ‘#t was included.
ave pe specific’ knew]edge of how to w*i;g a summat;ve eva]uat1on
} ole frogram.
_Q; PR _t el .1 can. ¢b11ver clearer and more coggise reports;
o ﬁ of sophistigation of the aud1encea '
< Aulo visual means of repor £Ing.
Present1ng eva]uat1on to commun1ty or staff.

/

,:‘;.r-j::‘;. k& ."w . . _‘ . : . s ] v“_‘ . ‘. ":.‘,
AR S B o S T
s o . R 87 . - [éﬁw
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- Digest 1, comtinucl¥
. 'Item 7
7.% Are there ways in which the module incneased your desire to inprove guidance,
, counselzng, ch{cement, and follow-t hrough programe in your school settzng"

Mesa Verde - Grossmont

- ‘ - , . _ : .
. P f - . .
115 Yes 32 No o . S
If so, c,ite" emmples;_iﬁ_’not, eg,/'plain why not:. ‘.
i‘ ' v . ; “ ¥ . K ‘; ‘ . 4 ) m -
Module 3 - ‘ . e o :
e .- , . : S

; Grossmont,

. To 1'm ment "Master Plan."
-':' ValidWMentification of needs at my, schoo]--my special ed. population
"} Spec1f1ca11y It gives m push to implement a scheme to #ee what students’

see as ways I could be useful to them.
It emphas1zes the necessity of being accountable; it provides tools to

v

hal 1dent1fy areas of needs, it prov1des the tools that can be used to measure _
accountab1 Tity. ' , #
- New incentive to deve]op and 1mp1ement my schaol's p]an ‘. . e
‘Did not 1ncrease - my des1re as-it.was always there but did show how it
m1ght bé done. ] . , , .
*No.. It still seems overvhelmi ng. - - Y

. Ne Improvmg gu1dance in my schoo] wnu]d take more energy t

. N .
A& todule 4 g , 7
@ . -'..
& - Mesa Verde e,
< " Needs as esshent the 1mportan&3’ﬁ goa]s ; :
N » /Measur;e t¥technigues; - techniques for developing as’sessment instruments. i
¥ .7 Mapy Sfaes c]amﬁed fﬁmard 1ook1ng teﬁmg program 1“01v1ng ‘&hole ALY i
-’schéoﬁw need’ed ¢ N i g 3
' Grosﬁ*smp&t . L, uo - i - .'
- I\mﬂy _by 1og t1me, outcome, etc.) of where my time is go1ng*—Is it. 5*'
~ what T weli® Is it the:b t lnvestment of money? .
™~ . . .More conscious of stude meed'l concermng hat T am now doing and what’ I .
¥ ~“could or.should be doing. " S
‘ ‘ Counselor logs; - exam1n1ng what we rea]]yfdo gach day and how w0rthwhﬂe _
it realdy is. o . % Lo
~ . ‘ 4 . ’ . ‘ . ._‘ R r_" "L(- . —t;', .
" ﬁote: “Asg ‘hi% jtem was not ap licable: to preservice part1c1pants, it did no. appe?r
N on- e " 3 onnaweﬂwen to Dr. Gysbers' class. _ i ]
4"}%";;%.-‘ ’ ;- ) . R o —~ B
- v ;o - :' A-15. m R ‘_ N
3 F . : . K [T . o HE K
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‘ : ‘" ,‘ " b ‘ e o ' D'Lgest L _contmued
R ' » . : y Itel 7
. f |
Module 5 . ‘ " S
. é«- ‘ X : ‘. du
. ' - ) ey, A

Gave me hope” through sk1115, I saw a bas1c need for our schoo] to set
priorities. ® -
The method for a%ﬁess1ng current status; the method for sett1ng priorities?

Grossmont ! !t» | |
" 5 Rewriting my school's p]an We were really fumbling around last year--
did not have any training at all. We still have a long.way to go.
Better understand total scope of Master Plan and i ]ementat1on Feel more
competent in ting and/or ‘evaluating goa] statements?y '

To avoid @iplication and wasted effprts.
- .1 see _thefmportance of good class™ication--it dges not appeér easy to do.
I am excit®d about gett1ng the counseling program to become more systematic:
F alsgpth1nk it will get ‘counselors into the classroom.
. 4
) @‘ ti..a'r
; Module 6 um S +®
! . . , i . 9
; e - .
MeSa Verde R
- Self-awareness programs, 1nchd1nngg1sdré as part of the career educations, ;
ocus.. :
* No. 1 wanted to app]y techn1qdﬂ§ more. by produc1ng objectives ﬂo rep]aglh
Séme that we havésthat jve proven: inadeqﬁp;e iffhs ’
& ¥%[ -feel more confident to use materials; to~qnserv1ce or abswer quest1ons S
for myxpluster staff R R
A b DR ; ‘
Grossmont ! - " ‘v-:

Provides an opportun1ty to change my JOb degggipt1on gﬁfm c]er1cafwwork to
work1ng with groups of kids.
' Provides- a means to make classes more relévant toekids.
I see how tp involve the whole staff and métivate pesple that. have not
- worked-on Carel Guidance in the past. ‘1 can see that students need mgre
careey gu1dance +BUT, as department ch@irman for 12 years 1.Fh a l&ad f 439
couns®lees, . hillve 1ittle time-as it i5™pw to add anythingl .
g Points up need for agreement among?thé“gu1dance staff as to what ?E .
. Jreally impgrtant: Stlesses need for & program descr1pt1on wh1ch i; avalﬂab]erﬁ
to school $per¥onnel and the g*b]ic, <
e% % By. 1ncreasing awareness 0 wr1tiﬂb obJect1ves #'m more comfort e"ﬁﬁth
. the'-process and feel more willing to undertake the task. Outcomes wWich can . |
’Be measured will reinforgk where prbgrams are strong and maybe change will |
occHr in we; »ar,, S. % N
Ne ing is so. foreigm. o me7that I JUSt didn't. get turned-on. I*p“
. kiNéw Bhe ou ‘e can be positive RiWNevewgy’ o
. 1 el I may be tempted to work 1ess at a?fect1ve counse11ng, 1t is:

s

ek

harder document"“\ D L Sy

v. L. . .. w:»$‘ v.‘,‘-' %A"]s . ';15“ * o » -t N **
o " T B ¢ .t AN N .
IERJ!:x“ ) : Ql. B ﬂ!! SRR .{%é).ﬁQMQ I N ]
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. ; . - Digest 1, continued
5.&‘3” ftem 7

. °
It will help me set priorities and measure results. I believe it will
help me put into words that which I do; this is very hard to explain sometimes.
. 1 now have a concrete procedure to follow to bring. about the necessary

changes to make myself and ;‘.ounse]ors be more specific and accountable. My
.appyoach to problem solving has been affected; I am a little more conf1den.t

* about the writing aspects of problem solving now.
*0 L4

Module 7

.

. ‘ .
¥ '
: ' . . v -

Mesa Verde ' '* '

y

w

. Inclassroom work; in helping with the 1nserV1ce
To he'l«psstudents to 1dent1fy alternate strategies; to have the skill t0

use strategies which can 1mprove gu1dancé .

. Programs can always 1m roved. . .
o ys R§ p oved / | |
GrOSsmont 4 fgk‘ o : ?: - -
Prgpag"x‘#ng packats“ ‘or programs whichy 111 permit students to be §ware )
of alifrnative- strategies* to decision ‘ )
Wed viaan i

' etiding whether d behavioral rformance can best be ach
individual or group process. . ‘ \
b st roups of counse]ors together to tﬁalk and share 1deas. I gained
, 3'4;'::-, a sense*nthuswsm from my Group fatilitator. o :
Lk Clearer understanding- of ¢ht task ahead -

- Better control what I do. * 3 !
' How can.we gee more students ef ectwe]y H cﬁ;ounse]ors f1nd t1me

.to grow on the job. AN X
. Help stud@nts exp]ore morévah;r iy es
Call po%w]eya]ternatﬁe
-« tizlook for preferred alud ,patwes# i
C» 1nsfead of "It woul&be a nedt th1ng

: more u"I"‘?‘ee in th1nk1ng of

-ubstant1ate changes by. sound cr1ter1a
0 do. "

'No,; My de91re ta. 1mpY'0ve gu1d ce has always been pretty high. . ' -
: CThis s a]reﬁdy being done, and ‘not because of the module. - . .
g, 7 To perform staf ¢ i hxto deyelop my own goa]s and arrange’ then‘%?‘der._

Grossmont

LT At . L 4 = - )
- 3 + RERI . :
SO 3 - ..
4 B
Q. v B by

mod , i o .
%mg c1f1c ohjectives 1rf“m§€areer Centers Assign;i.ng responsi-
111t1 for ach1évmg,.1:he abov.e obJectwes . . .

.Be more tic and’ 6rgan12ed
) Better ca Een oumsehng Good way to bre;(up b1g thmgs into pa]atatﬂe
o b1tes - S R & . »
S i T : .-'@? & T
‘ : & - - A ]7 o e \’ o * a ‘

¥ 90 oy X




Digest 1, continued

" | . . ; I'tem 7
* o B A
Module 9 ' : S f
’ Mesa Verde ‘ | - e
. To deve]op an open laboratory for reading imgrovement. ”’.t

No. The*module was repetitious and a waste Of time, time that could
have.been spent.in develgping specific’ programs for my present class.
It made me aware of* the needs of staff; some one has to do it!

W

Grossmont ‘ " | | : _ )
Deve]oping strategies % our career- center - ' @
How to find the people with needed skills. . _ .

Desire is hard to quantify. ' F
- Pointed out the Eﬁd to be orgal*nzed Pointed out the ‘_need to be very .

c]ear on goals and' obfctives.

i‘ Module 10

Mesa Vewde e | : .. e .o
S ! * .
It gave me an awarenv of some of e undone par‘ts &f our p"lacement
N program. o U TR TN
~ No, becaus ‘T already had them‘d"esire ‘
= It gave speni thods to fid 1nformat1on=~ measurement techmques
. To be abl&™0 bet¥W* assess studdit needs, to be ab]e to assess whether
these needs are being met. ¥

Taught me#at we need obJectwes and student outcomes, more adequate :
monitoring of Joing and new progims. ¥ b
~ No; most o.f the examples used 1ghe module\weﬂare now using S
- Grossmont R R { B . e _,_—*‘-‘-j % W ‘

"Need. more evaluation. Need. to formu]ate better objectives

Would like, to develop a postgraduate employment Survey for needs assessment
' Need to take a g&od hard. lqok at program logic.., ¢ -- & e e
~ ' Gest analysis/effeetiveness.. -(Good stuff. y T e v o
~ Added to the frustration of Being located in'a status quo . gu1dancé‘ S
department - - P T R

&

Hodule 11
*‘_

.Mesa VErm ) “ o RS A v _ ‘ -;". : — ‘ . s - i - ;—-
s No. 1 a]ready ‘hag the desire. | S
‘ My desire to improve the. fgrograms was very h?h to bégin with. It gave
" methods such as; cost ana'lysds,,gﬁn ana]yzmg the vdlidity of a program ‘
. ‘,. ‘ ) ‘:*n T . » . e ’vll‘th. . -
NE PR - , A-18 L ‘ R ¢




1, ' . *
% , aigest 1, uonmnucd
) w° Item 7

Grossmont £
Guidance work in the area of careers. , : -
Cost analysis. Evaludion methods.

Presenting data . . ,
Need a more student-centered program. Need more on-going evaluafon.
Evaluation can be used to Show staff what is done. .
A Togical pre- and post- testing, evaluation,sand reporting these
results. o
We need to eva]uate the effectiveness..of the OVIS We need to evaluate
the effect1veness of our college counseling psogram.

FA

© Module 12 N Lo &

Grossmongsl

WOu1d 11ke to establish peer-counsﬁwingn“}4ﬁuu1d T1ke To*ﬁaké a mQre act1ve
rol= jn ‘working with _teachers in and out Of the classrooms .
eport results of fThittle-known programs - Provide vis 11ty and recogﬁ1t1on
to pract1t1oners throggh reporting.
#I'm anxious t -eva]uate the adV1sorsh1p program. I would 1iké to
evaluate the effeqt1vehe§§ .of scholar$hjg counseling.: ‘

N 2B g. . . “I
o Module reduires mork’ gtudy--1 do be er with{_'stép-by-step "mechany;a]
nuts and bolts presentatiof iz .¢ .- - - W -
; Did.not in rease my des1re to improve guidance; did 1mprove my capab111§y
5 to do so, I bépieve. .
A ‘How’ t¢~effect1Ve1y co11ect data what type of data, and "then to write or "
organ1ze a report - A R N H
= ¥ ‘ | " o ¥
. o ot
= » f%‘ . d] * ‘m‘j‘::
i _ S :
. .,) K W,/ . ‘ * : ‘
B o ’ L
‘ e s
. g pt e ) &
w . «-“ - e = P
o
L TR
-




~ a v“Ir
ngest l, continued - F
Item 8 ' -

v ) * | -‘l," P ,,‘;'-V | b ‘
8. Did you exper7ence unanticipated efféete (po itive or negative) of the-r
learning in this module? . E

L )
Mesa Verde - Grossmont T ; Dr. Gysbers' Class
65 Yes 80 No s 43 Yes CLU No
If so, describe them: - ) ' o w”¢“‘__ . !
Module 3 S SRR
<& . ’ . i ,}.,

Grossmont .

I d1dn t develop the comp]ete understanding of arrivi 't destired
outcomes that I thought I would. It contained areas tha&ere a surpr1se ‘to

‘ {/ me--samphng, weighting of sampling, etc.

« 1 felt rushed some of the time: Also some assumpt1o about how far a]onq

*shou)d be were not on target. .. Q'
. Not as exciting-stimulating as expected™or hoped‘ p]eased with simplicity

e and comprehensiveness of moduTe.
Dr Gysbers C]ass " , ‘_ SR -;-4, 7 W PR,
It seemed as’ if pow]atwn samp]e was a "rehash" of R370. "Had . enough:
I believe that I will be better able to Judge the validity of other . .
studies. - e *

I think the series as a who]e 1nadve'rtant]y po1nts glt the enormous
comp]ex1t of starting a program 'of tiyis nature, and the negess1ty ofsdeVelop—

){ng proce s. _— w

.Modulg 4 '

;. iIL . §= o ’ ’ oo - . O
o sa Verde . - o S

e,

Pos1t1ve, it he]ped me to develop a‘critical attitude.
The cl%r and .concise manner of presenting.a camplex process g
t ;

o1 d1dn h1nk 1t would 1nterest me as much ‘as’'it did. .,
Grossmont . ] ‘;}m * T | o * ST
" g T . . “

L I . a-greaten-desire-te-be-part- ﬂf-»ar--teangvto' -imotement- ttre"\Masfer*‘P’rzw T

» and career guidance. I have a feehng of -being .too slow, or hav1ng d1ff1culty

' gras mg some of mater1a1 e

g iiln'l’l force m¢ to encourage the re'-exam1nat1on of -our ro]es on the"f.]ob

t of material to. absortqa Qshort times LA <
pos1t1vag effect’ of ]ea er _ o ;

) . ‘J§5 A . o

b RN " R _ ] I 93 * . . MM%‘ R T
| . £ 8 LR Vel
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”, ‘ E - 'Digeat 1, continued .
‘ . e ' ' : ‘ Ttem 8
- Dr. G_ysber's C]ass . _ ) .

.'

1

-

1 am Tdarning- how tofocus’on Sp‘ec1f1cs in my th1nk1ng I hav;' &‘"

1 did'nbt think that I would enjoy it
3;e d’ency t%‘thmk in very g]oba], vague terms. G'Iowing reports gon t

ok ,: ! CORmARG im&tt‘htors .
.;“,}‘-v“‘j"' o Th1s can be applied to church sett:n&,},-a}sd’"
@ %" 1 found that thé process for assessing current. status of-a progr‘am s
a lot more involved than I ant1cipated a R ; .
» co & .
N ’ < . * . f Jﬁ:’ ¢ .‘ - . _“\ ' ! e . s
©.. Module 5 . 4 : R T
Mesa Verde e - co | : . PR - o

Again, if became interesting as-: we got.into it!

Grossmont : R ' g ' . i o
1 have new energy to try to trm&about thange ) ) o \'
T I received help in present on-going project. " T
e o 1 feel more competent in writing and/or evaluating geal" statements -
vl Ay The b1tch1ng sess1ons may in the end have had a ~therapeutic effect
,ﬁ ‘Or. stbers C]ass - .. SRR S

Goal setting wrthm my own per'sonaT 11fe "o
= positivet I+-had-overlooked: ‘Eheﬂ yortance of estably,
on. limited resou?'t:es and p0551b1e of freedom for chenle.

pr10r1t1es based

A . o
] ‘ - . g | . " ‘ ot N _ R
Modu]e 6 - - 7 . L . S o, - ¥
| o S o _— : f jw, - MAPI
. w Mesa Verde i S . g .t ' ‘

fter a' hard day s work one 1acks th!:)ﬂﬁ%‘tion “to-move on or td db“~

T e,

- "nes best: By the assessment ‘I didn'¥.write fie pos1t1ve ]earmng,

- was only. wr‘1t‘{ng tommete 'so I could Yo.home. J’t
. I was surprised at how.much ‘of ,this1 alceady. knew and pracuced--bu*t-

ncouraged me to use it more 1nte1l1gent¥'y than be’r’ore Y T
\“ B ‘gﬁ- ) - T - .
Grossmont L . Sa e

The di ss:ussw

eriods were toe 1ong You ﬁégﬁ:ﬁd;itte e ‘f‘?\

- There was frustr; jon with the iguity. of sequeﬁcm%" ] T
\,' I. had to go oveh t a number of Eimes and kept forget] ng par‘ts :
. couldn't.seem to .tieilt all togetherw: Thé ABCD g1mm1ck copnected w1th 0bJECt1V8$

h

%ﬁfhe b1g help.. *h
t -helped me to, or‘gamze nly th1nk1ng Shamng y1eWs and j ﬁormatwn w1th

. ;-'-a_u‘ other participants WaS ‘particularly helpful.. ced me tol Ccomp'l'lsh
B somethm DR g .
ST ' g , v : . A-21 , ﬁ’ . _t% B

B . ; : . ... :“& . - ™ ‘




Dbgest A, gpﬂﬁmhued
{m F 6 gri- 8

. | L

AU

A negatwe doubt1ng attitude which I had was d1sp1aced by an apprec1at1on
for what™ “the ‘module did offer. Much of.-the cred1t for this change of attitude

is due to the.coordinator of the module. v :
I became a little more interested in getting a program put together, soon. E

‘-Dr Gysbers Class

e - I.was surpr‘ised to¥ind that catalogs of objettives are- availabte.
o I ‘became aware thafI shquld "nail down" in my @ courses some of the
student gitcomes a Tit#e nore specifically, especially in areas. of app]ymg
’*b abstract’ theory to practical problems.
It made writing objectives more meaningful. I thought it wou]d be cut
vand. dry but we ‘had a good two-hour discussion on writing them. L,

[ ey
e

T \;,. X
) 'Mesa Verde . | |
; '.'n- " The’ cogpany was d1v1ne ‘and the dmner great' I also like the mater:ia]s:
" to use as a resource. ' | | : : . “ ‘

Grossmont' S -
I became aware of how many of my frustratidns are shared by others.

- . There was frustration.at or toward the-end of this module.” I'm not sure

T if 1t was caused by the groyp .or -thesmodule. :

~ I got high for a minutel "I lmow what it's like now to work for thev

state départment.

;:‘:.; ’)“ I 6ound4that I reaHy like worklng on stnategnes .
B . . vy, ‘4" ) B : . ,.- N
- ._.Dr Gysbers C]ass S L ;‘. '.,;é_ § : | m
g I reahzed the 1mpor'tance of estabhshmg and imp]ementing criteria”

for selection of pbjective process.

: * It occurred to me that it wou]d be interesting to take each unit of a )
. course. and reevaluate the .teaching stra,tegy 'useq_,tor each umt ##suspect -t
o I wau]d make severa1 changes U S e . .
. ‘ i Ll o e .‘»}*‘*-’ o ‘ : " . ,
Modulé 8 . ° e s .
.+ Mesa Verde . T, RO ‘
ST S Reacm.\ce_f_eedback_at begmmm}go&u—s oﬁf%%h&w,u..s fopt- ‘.. g -
T, We spent a%]ot of time go1ng over th1ngs we already-knew armd- ysed” \

T expec more career ed,” less. planning methodology }-Lowe\l'er,once l'*

. accepted that, it was OK. 2 ' b -»\ S

I enjoyed the group exchange. - SR o 7
e o e 95, U

m . . ,. O !1,-1‘-5::"3,; _“‘."' ‘_ .. A-zz \ . .,,\
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N ' : s v Digest 1, contimued

‘ Item 8 e

\ "~ Grossmont , o N E \ R
I got to know a few peop]e better we realizedgwe're already know]edgeab]e
. I found the Triple I and PERT the9r1es rather ihterest1ng These were
new to me. :
It's much more comﬁﬁ1cated than I thought.
I would Tike more specific examples of how. a1ﬂ¢¢h1s is going to be carried
out. * .
It s hard" to keep focused on ‘the objective for the day. The activities
,,ar€ not always clédrly related to'the bJect1ves
?r,§,1t~uas a good. env1ronmént; p]easan
e S

],- .u"

oi‘Gysbgrs Class" " R -

e -

-

‘%metimes I feel 1ike a Tot of this is busy work. It almost seems Tike %
fould be so bogged down. in process and ‘organizational maneuver1ng’that

could reach very few goals. - . v
The®PERT chart is. a system far super1or to my "To Do" l1sts

= nfus1ng )

T*’

. .
. Mesa Verde

+ After yesterday, I really.’ d1dn t expect anyth1ng | ' R
"stBetter than T expected; 1 will read the module in déta# now. :
* t 1 gained practical information for a spec1f1c prOJect : K

I
s
.

Grossmont h . N g

-

4

4

The eva]uat1on of ab1]1t1es and interests (skills) as 1]1ustrated b the .
material wasidonfusing. I am still not certain how one would determine®skills .
- and*abilities in a. real situation other than in a subjective way. .

e Sk111 at app]yqng to pap#r what I have a]ready used.
-~
d ' DrAAAysbers Cléss - i . L
&:Ligf.: 1@ ]earned the d1fference between sett1ng up a career fair and he1p1ng
the counselors learn how to do this.. :
‘ o ‘I was unaware of the large amount of sources of”’ he]p and de]avery methods
b for staff. deve]opment that are ava11ab1e o
5*"”&9@1\3 W \ S A B :
. . . : RN - \ :
Mesa Verde , . . ‘ - . ST . Lo
ST ' “o0 o0 T
: , 3 wasn't aware that I was a]ready pract1cqng many. aSpects ef thf%’module .
P -1 feel Ty needs’ should have been assessed before“having me s it~through R
prev1ously covered - mater1a1 I do not fee] that the pre- assessment sheet was ¢
adequa‘te A 3 o o

‘ X L ' ‘-‘. e T "‘ I . LN
“ o IR . 3 H - S . .
c s . C L T -
. e : R g b . Lo .
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T realized I a]ready knew many of the concepts, there was nbt enough
specifics on how to. {
Discussion with my coworkers. L

Grossmont .. - T _ o . R
1 became quite hostile dur1ng this exper1ence, the four other- modu]es I
participated. in left me quite positive. -
There are tdo many different terms. Be more pract1ca]
Several pooped .and punchy counse]ors and a very pat1ent Coord1nator

o
i

Dr. stbers Class -

Confusion, e
I believe that this module as-well as all of the others- can be relevant,
1n f1e]ds other’ than carber gu1dance . ) ' o

Module 11

Fat1gue | | ;
I felt I was forced to reword other concepts I already knew.
Tremendous.fgt1gue after teaching a full dayswthen do1ng this.

S

Grossmont

I'm frustrated iMuch .of- the matter here is mandated--we do it "their"

_(the district's) way.. - .
1'm. somewhat uncomfortable with the speed with wh1ch the  information

was presented It was tdo rap1d in some areas. Not enough t1me was a]otted.

v
.8

Dr. @ysbers C]ass

I feel that 1 have the proper rat1ona]e to make proper dec1s1ons based on
-program evaluation with an ongo1ng program. : L,
Extreme boredom C ) . .

Module, 12 - S
Grossmont . . . :
I } Y I -
CI'm positive. I see the value.of the process.
.Some . frustrat1on with some repet1!§veness 1ﬂ content
~'Dr.~Gysbers Class .- - . ' S ' SRR 'y: ; ,/
. . . hd \ N . . . -
. ' Thé’mater1a]s show; how the stat courses I am now enro]]ed 1n can be '1/
interrelated and meaningful to my educational future. . re

&+ Some educational statistics became more c1ear w1th‘pract1ca] uses

9T s T
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;,If 80 iledse‘Ziet;ybuf‘idegs'below:" ‘ - o , ;_’“ ) -
S ‘ - ' . »-‘. ' . j g ) l ‘ ~ ? o - ’ .
Module 3 - o I o .- ' S \\“*“f/ - . *
; o | o a*: : 3 3 . | .
s : \ AR ) I ‘ t Co
, Grossmont - . . v . : - 4 -
£ - A lot of mater1a] in-a re]at1ve]y short time. S o ,
o I needed more time to read and understand to get ‘the most he]p from thisa
' Mater1a]s should .be read in avance. More comp]ete analysis of activities .
re]at1ve to desired outcome$ should be made.
.~ When presenting these materials to* exper1enced working peop]e} I fee] the
material should be handed -out ahead of time..  Exercises should bel done and .

presentations made to c]ar1fy and modify areas in question.

It was too lengthy. I'm burnt out-by the end of the day. - | Cos
The reading shouldbe done

: We should work-with our own school team.
previous to the meet1ng The coord1nator cbu]d tev1eW”h1gh11ght£ and answer
i .

questions. / ) o 3
v T " . - . “. .F.

' Dr Gysbers' Ciaﬁs : ;._;‘ ) . e ' ?; o é;

'Most of the material could.be reduced by one-half. .
eally stupid.® They insult my .
. v " } i . M

14 Ve B

' ‘y
L
1

" Excess1ve]y wordy
and not lose any meaning.

intelligence: .
I thought the modu]e was very info , : j
- This has been the most practical ydule so far. The activities were

" helpful in seeing how these sampling Wethods really operate. ;

The "Critical Incident" and "Delphi" techniques are ‘unclear.
Maybe a greater emphasis, should ﬂe placed on adaptﬂng an existing survey

1nstrument to the local situation. Ff the entire guidance department’ has.
it wouﬁd ‘seem tha the‘adaptyve_technlque

very little background in this area
might result in a better 1nstrume qf

Cartoons are

/ .
mative.. T ;

/

° ‘-k? ) . ‘ . N
S Mddule 4 . ¢ . ; i
éMesa Verde. N . o L
.~ & N ’ o N

s The t1me spent and when the inservide was held. ) oo
Reasahab]e, the obJect1v1ty subJectiv1 was flaky
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" ‘Grossmont ST ) VR
. 4‘ . ° . ' . ’ : . ’ ’ ' .
S h'{ .+ "'There was too much reading on site. Spend mdre time on activitiesu
: rI need more time and help""/ _
. I need some change ifh the format for "assessing current resources " It's

' tod far away from the information I have.
» I .needed;a 1ittle more c]ar1ty on ob3ect1v1ty VS, subgect?%nty 1n
R 1nventory Jtems. ' T
o The total “guidance department shou]d have been 1nvolved in th1s modu]e
\ I would really like the ccordinators to relate tmre of their expertise. .
' People tend” to vent.the same frustrations over %and over. -While this is .
.-' nhecessary, I am tired of hearlng them all Tast spring and now. If all .that ,
.. energy was put into "doing -we wpuld be better off. It's like arguing with - .
" the referee at-a Football game CIt's futile. , C A

A Dr. @ysbers Cldé’ R Lo : L

’ - . * '.“
Exerc1ses ar bor1ng and repetitive.

"Excessively wordy.
Please give a clearer statement as to what is meant by Process or1ented

and Butcome-oriented statements.
. ///?grmat for log.'seems unnecessarily and 1mpract1ca11y -complicated. - . B
'~ This is one of thesfirst moduleswhich I felt had’a lot of new 1nformatlonft«~'
th techniques ‘that 1 could use. More clear and concise than past.-modules. -
. Spent ~too much time analyzing the counselor's logs--caused me Mo become -
‘d1SJnterested in-it®purpose. Should spend-more time covering the difference .

~

‘e

. between outcome or1€ntation and process . or1entat1on §
- . _‘L. . . ‘ }d ) . . . ‘ : .' "_ ) . .
ﬂModuleS; . . ' T ’
- . ‘*‘\ 4 .
. Mesa Verde e ”"",‘ . : 'y A
IR {(No cmtwtsmﬁs or suggestwns were recorded from Mesa Verde in this module )n
R T . - ! Co S e
Grossmont . ) € : - T o :

As in the others T felt they were presented too s]owly for most present
I ehjoyed the’ presentat1on -of the coordinator.”
; It would have been more worthwhile to have all counselors from the same '
school .in on, each phase. " This would have been better for small group d1scuss1on-

We got off 1nto gr1pe sess1ons too much today.’ ,
Dr. Gysbers Class, . "
— ‘ .,

They mentioned the AIR model then explained it, but when they mént1oned
the California model, the ex ]anat1on was separated from it by another top1c
This made it hard to folk* :

' The pestassessmengs ar elpful because they-make, the reader ‘actually

write down what. the module has said;. this he]ps commtt 1t to memery and stresses
the 1mportant po1nts of the modu]e . e

P

s . a N -
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»

Module 6 . o . - o .

@ Mesa gerde)f*ru_;L- . |
- ' Seemed below the:level of Mager and others in the-field. :
It stressed betser evalyation too]s;/but the activities were simplistic. .
. There should be-alternatives -for--people who have a high degree of -pro- '
-~ ficiency in doing the things this program is designed to teach.
After process and skill development, there is a. need to apply the skills
to specific school problems. = P : ‘
' Grossmont ; R . , S
Emphasize more prac{jcal wgfk. “Add overhead tranjparencies, film strips,
other teaching strategies to assist the instructor in|cavering the modules.
Improve the vocabulary.for the sequencing categories to eliminate confusion.
Give example first of how it should be done, pointing out components from~"
. that example. Then have eyeryone write their own objective, and relate it
// : ‘to the example. A record freviewing the day's Tearning at the end would help
: and a_copy for each partjcipant would be great. - o _
. J"personally reject sthe notion that geod counseling can be-auantified. or
t measured in a real sen I'd ‘be foolish to be]ieve_that,such a system is. an
accurate indication of/the extent to which I have changed another human being.
Who."is to say if a.kid who can now do seven out of 10 things has really learndd, ™
has- really. changed his life? - . . - . S
It seems to -move slowly. Perhaps a*more- directive style with firm
- examples might speed things up. 1 would rather+hear a guidance-related examp
. . than one for tennié players. = . ' . - T
- Describe the difference between good and poor objectives ‘in greater de-
‘tail. List many/examples and give a description-of what makes the example
good or poor.. / -~ . S )
Physically,/ why not have small conference tables and comfortable ¢hairs?
Do a bettey job of 'relating ‘the concepts of awareness; accommodation, and
action to’the /state Master Plan and objective writing, I.felt the A.A.A, was
thrown in”to Ampress-the state. : T ‘ o -
‘ re time to-assimilate; the whole process seems. too fast for me.

TN

I-need m
’ The semantics .of some exercises were vague and dﬁfficuTﬁ:to think through.
T I ' ' -, C
"7 Dry Gysberg' Class . . N o
Wordy/ butvery helpful.-.'Short and sweet would ‘be better.. .

=  Drawn-out and ambiguous: . . , L 2
‘ ’ "It would be better to have a set of modules of ones own. ‘Underlining is
~ - a usefu} learning device. . . T, L co T :
) . I liked theysample ABCD method; it fits well with my mode of thinking.
Car;oogs lacked. - - o '; T -
A

hought that th “section- "Producing Full Objeétives",WSS really ‘good.. B

'/ More explanation feeds to be given to.the difference b tweeystudent outcomes
_ versus student behavioral objectives.. *Is .the distjnction important?
N, +/ t Give one example of a performance objective and elaborate from that.
4 ;. -Use of a stem sentence-as mentibned ih point 5 of\this,ﬂeaction form would |
. J%;%»be50ne_sugges$ion. ' e oL L o

R OVARYY 4 e N W) v T . |
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‘ . © Item 8
" Module 7 - S | T
Mesa Verde ' o , ‘ 7 o /'

It was too ambiguous; the questions don't seem appropriate. -
) I felt it was podr im its design.: Not really a viable learning instru-
. ment; evaluation forms are poor, questions do not allow for reasonable dif-

ferences

* Grossmomt

I felt it was too long It could have been accomplished in a shorter -
time span. - ' )
. . Some. of ‘the vocabulary duplicated 1tself decision making and performance
o objectives, for example. Stick to one term. / /. R _
: .1 do not believe the time spent on each actiyity was necessary. I think .
it was s1mple enough to learn by simply reading, “the module. ' .
Dr. Gysbers Class \ ' '// .

The Post-assessment is amb1guous, 1t is hard to understand what is. wanted
“The "menu" activity while 'proving its po1nt seefig silly.
Poss1tﬂy add this to another module There is t enough 1nformat1on to

“take up a whole module.
I feel very cynical about -this module because T did" s1x and seven in one

“night. They get to be very repetitive.
- Give one complete example.of a student objectivegand all four steps that
.you must go through before com1ng up with your-strategy. .
Our group seems to be learnjng more in our group dlscuss1ons of the

material than we thought possible.
I th1nk the summaries. of the publ1cat10ns m1ght be made more comprehens1ve.

. ¥ _ . - .
' Module 8 ; ’ ' | -
. “Mesa Verde = = .. y S )

This type of manual /is knowwto be the most d1ff1cult to read. rIt'makes

: problems unnecessarily.
e It's misleading to /call th1s "Career Guidance." “Even though the, illustra-

tions are gufdance-ori nted the module appears to address itself to plann1ng
of any kind. : %F T eE <
s The modules rely ,ooheav1ly upon the fac1l1tator The program is heav1ly
guidance or1ented ‘achers would fa1l to see relevance .

-

e,
,

. J
~ Grossmont )

o

‘The "informatio ‘is something I already know. The module simply presented.

1t in a format
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It would be of much greater educational value: to utilize obJect1ve prag-
matic, non-value-laden examples.
* '"‘Most of this could have been read ahead of time. Ind1v1dua] schoo1s
Y, should then meet and p]an together. I don't like taking time to play games
when time is so precious’ .
a Don't ho]d two modu]es in the same room. It's hard to concentrate.
‘Some of the matérial was not clear. More instruction .was needed, or more
‘directors in the activities. :

Dr. stbers' Class b . ‘

Condense it. ' ' ‘ f v

"I could have used more 1nstruct1on on how to deve]op t1me/task/ta]ent
charts. and PERT networks. :

The exercises are unclear.
f "The concept of PERT networks was unc1ear, both in content and when to
"~ use it.
. Drawings and 1]]ustrat1ons of the PERT system need to be revamped for

better understanding.
Please shorten. Perhaps eight and 9 .could be put together in one module.

Module 9 3 . -~

Mesa.Verde

Don't call it "Career Guidance.for Staff Deve]opment”, 1t is m1s]ead1ng
to at least my idea of career guidance.
- Keep "the same terminology as used in prev1ous modu]e

LY

GroSSmont
J‘*—"“—_\

* The material was not as ‘well wr1tte// The mode]s used were not as clear
in gemonstrating the concepts.
As with module eight, this could be a va]uab]e brush-up and review of
- skills; but it goes too slowly, is too time consuming and simplistic.
Our group int raction was poor. '
# '

Dr. Gysbers C]ass S .

RO
: l

: The module was very*he1pfu1 and not too wordy It could easily-be combined .
with eight, though. . ' ) ¢

Consolidate" several modules, .

" Combine this module with eight.

The listing of agencies would be useful;, except that we don't keep the
modules.” Perhaps these contact agencies could be ]1sted on a tear-out sheet
that the student could keep as a reference : .

4 Condense it.

/o o 102
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Module 10 o ¥ j o
et .:- . , . ' . . o ‘

. }f-Mesa.Verde . B - SRR

. More of an assessmqnt of .our needs and ab¥lities was needed. prior, to
this workshop. . The fatigue factor is crit1ca1 I started my sc oolvday
before 7 am. *
Language or terms are in research 1énguage, they put peop]e off. :
. ¥now your school. before subjecting staff.to your materials! Much. of the.
' material covered in this module is on fi]e at this school and being 1mp1emented
for every three-week unit.

, Fewer words, please. — ' '
It might be 0K for a regu]ar h1gh school. I suggest you assess- the 1eve1
of soph1st1cat1on of the field test staff. before presenting a workshop

PR :f\

~.

-

Grossmont

The material was ngn- essent1a1, redundant, ad nauseLm

Ledve out many térms. Put it into more: practical language for counselors

Activities and text took simplistic processes and, agp1y1ng "ambi guous
Jjargon, succeeped in making each module thoroughly confusing. Activities
needed examples to get things go1ng/1ﬁ the right direction. : y

1 feel the only way we can deally develood;he skills in these modules- .~
would be for .the [{oordinator to come to the ldcal schoo] and work with eheh

counseling staff/JIndividually.
I wish thatf{the three modules 8,9, and 10 cou]d have be& e 1ﬁ<two
days with the thNrd day being devoted to exercises where we l‘ concepts

from all three modules. , e i l
Keep it simple. Use the most simple term for better unders?S!Ftng. !
) [ . 'l\' - : ) N . . o 4 "J

Dr.tG&sbers"Class ' . .' » S

T

I felt a need for -examples of (the four measurement techniques.
Some ‘activifies seem irrelevant; better ‘examples could be used
It needs to be said but not at such length. .
. Explain more' explicitly how a pilot stugdy iffers from .the actual
— objective; give more opportunity for practicine*how to use a pilot study to
.its best advantage. -
I would have found 1t usefu] to have an example of each of- the four bas1c 2

mon1tor1ng techn1ques ”

. - :
+*
. . .

Module 11 . ) N
. | , , ' \ Ve
~Mésa Verde ¢ - SR n

-
‘e

,

Q . ~ - . .
_" Make the activity real by applying the skil] to a program we are using.
- Give alternative definitions; use common terminology.

7

A-30 | L
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GrOSSmont : R R “ N

It wbu]d be helpfu] 1f I had, had the prev1ous modules, so that there would
be continuity,. Y,

It was tJo Jdong for a one -day session. The act1v1t1es don t always g1ve
enough information. i ’

Set ‘a definite time schedule so as to be sure to comp}ete all parts w1th1n .
a reasonable time.

Allot. more time for becoming more tamiliar with the material. Could tLe
‘handbooks possib®y be passed out in advance of the eeting? ’

‘Take more *care in ‘the examples.

[ needed more~$1me _ Some pre- exposure would have helped.

Dr. qgsbers' Class ™ ' [ . : . .

[ liked the summar1es #t the’ end df each of the sect1ons The other
modules should have these also. )

[t takes a couple of readings to grasp the point of the modu]e The Ty,
activities help a lot. I 1liked the short post-assessment. . : g

Too detailed.

Condense. :

The postassessment for this module did not require a complete review of
.the module, but focused on a fajirly narrow range of the total material pre-

{  sented. y
- . : : )
Module 12 N ¢
Grossmopt™ ./ o ' : “ .
J ' , ‘ ’ A
Allow more time. -<i:

More time for practical work was needed SeTect a local school program
and critique it. i
In my opinion, the material cou]d kave been covered in less time.
- Work on a specific local problem in /the exercises. Do this in groups.
~ Get-rid of the compound complex sentences. "Def]ate" some of the pgjf
graphs. '
In all modules- group participation and 1nvo]vement of each act1v1ty should
take place.s part1c1pants can get ingtant. feedback if act1?cty s goal is '
"~ being met. QLY W
Make it more concise. It was impossible to complete it all in one\day.
It was the best written and organized of a7l the«fbdu1es I experienced.

p LI

. - Dr. Gysbers' Class

I fe]t that for me, this modu]e was highly unnecessary “Don't they qive
“us ‘credit for knbw1ng anything? A s
Cut down the postassessment or cut it out.
Too ‘repetitive. in describing content, format, and level of soph1st1cat1on.
. I feel that the "scoring system" that the coord1nator has for the
Postassessment shou]d be made available in the module. ( :

N A3 ] :
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